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Abstract
Braddock, Abigail Leigh, Ed.D. The University of Memphis. August 2014.
Organized Chaos: A Qualitative Case Study of the Initiative to Measure Teacher
Effectiveness in Tennessee. Major Professor: Larry McNeal

The purpose of this qualitative case study was to understand how policy
decisions concerning teacher effectiveness measures are made and have since
evolved in Tennessee since the inception of the Race to the Top funding grant
proposal. The push for education reform at the federal level has provided
Tennessee with the funding to make major changes in the way teachers are
evaluated and compensated under the guise of raising student achievement.
First, at a micro level, the researcher explored the policy development process
through semi-structured interviews of key policymakers and superintendents. The
researcher utilized McDonnell’s policy feedback framework to determine how
feedback shaped the policy implementation process. Second, at a macro level,
the researcher explored the contextual flow of political streams evolution of
teacher effectiveness measures after Tennessee received Race to the Top
funding. Through the analysis of primary and secondary sources, utilizing
Kingdon’s policy streams, the researcher examined the context and the policy
actors involved in the shaping of each policy, with the idea that minute variations
in initial inputs lead to sizeable difference in outcomes, as the decision agendas
which stemmed out of each “policy window” had a large impact upon
Tennessee’s classrooms. The findings and discussion explored the successes
and challenges of implementing the teacher evaluation measures in Tennessee,
how feedback helped legislators refine the policies as they were implemented,
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and the education reform legislation that spiraled out of measuring the
effectiveness of teachers.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Since the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, public education has undergone a myriad of cycles of federal policy
initiatives that sought to bring both quality and equality to the educational
opportunities in America’s public schools (Burnham, 1996; McGuinn, 2006).
Initially, education policy focused on financial and equity concerns, holding each
level of government (local, state, and federal) accountable to the one above it
while minimally involving politicians in the policymaking process (Behn, 2001;
McDermott, 2011; McDowell 2013). With the publishing of A Nation at Risk, the
educational policy of opportunity began to shift to ensuring public schools were
held accountable for the educational outcomes rather than merely providing the
prospect of an education (Burnham, 1996; McGuinn, 2006).
Subsequent legislation, including the landmark No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 (NCLB), set the standard for holding public schools and states accountable,
but they did not provide the federal funding necessary to make the lofty
benchmarks attainable (Brady, 2009; McGuinn, 2012). Instead, these federal
policy initiatives left the burden of funding to the states. This exacerbated the
tension between the federal government and the traditional state and local
governments for the control of public education (McGuinn, 2012). The NCLB
benchmarks became a formidable federal force that, set a vision for educational
attainment but did not take into consideration the individual states’ capacity or
organizational abilities to implement systems to meet the federal standards
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(Brady, 2009). The burden of accountability enacted through NCLB placed the
federal and state levels of government into a more dominant role than the local
education agencies, and it afforded the federal and state governments the ability
to legislate consequences to accountability measures (McDonnell, 2013).
In 2009, with the introduction of the Race to the Top (RTTT) program,
federal education policy began to depart from a model of mandates and funding
carrots to a model of competitive incentive grant programs offered to the states
(McGuinn, 2012). Rather than extending the mandates of NCLB, Race to the Top
promised $100 billion in stimulus funding to improve student achievement under
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) (McGuinn, 2012;
USDOE, 2009). This represents a change from the historical ways states
received funding, which traditionally consisted of allocating funding to states
based on needs without consideration of student achievement or reform efforts
(Beam & Conlan, 2002; McGuinn, 2012).
In the Race to the Top grant program, states competed for funding
through grant applications graded on a 500-point scale based on congruence
with the Obama administration’s priorities and the rigor of the reforms themselves.
The aims of the RTTT incentive grants focused on closing the achievement gap
and raise student achievement in four areas: devising college and career
standards with valid and reliable assessments, creating data systems to track
student progress K-12, improving teacher effectiveness, and providing support
and interventions for low-performing schools (McGuinn, 2012; USDOE, 2009).
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The RTTT grant competition occurred in two rounds, with 46 states total
completing an application for funding. During the first round, 40 states (and
District of Columbia) applied for the funding, but only Tennessee ($500 million)
and Delaware ($100 million) received funding initially. In the second round of
proposals, 10 states received grant awards out of the 35 that applied. The grant
competition resulted in fewer than half of the proposals being funded that applied
for the funding (McGuinn, 2012).
Manna (2006) explains that this type of policy allows the federal level of
government to improve education by systematically providing funding to cultivate
the capacity of states seeking to develop accountability systems that will reach
the federal goals for student achievement. Nee (2010) asserts that the federal
government’s role in education funding shifted to one based on end results rather
than on providing the means. Thus, rather than focusing on compliancemonitoring and sanctions as a means to encourage state reform, the RTTT
model employs incentives to build capacity and encourage innovation in state
educational programs. As McGuinn (2012) aptly asserts, “RTTT seeks to
invigorate education reform by providing both increased capacity for system
leaders and greater political cover for policy makers. Put differently, RTTT is both
a policy tool and a political tool…” (p. 140). In short, the RTTT grant program
was a federal policy that stimulated state-level educational reform initiatives that
increased accountability measures between local education agencies and state
governments, which in turn would make progress towards national educational
goals (McGuinn, 2012).
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Background
In the United States, education reform has become an important topic in
the news media with extensive coverage on effectively assessing student
achievement, holding schools accountable for student learning, teachers and
principal effectiveness, and improving low-performing schools. Through the
media and other sources, the American public wants schools and teachers held
accountable for providing a world-class education for every child (Paige, 2002).
There are a variety of solutions proposed by policymakers, school
superintendents, community stakeholders, and special interest groups that aim to
“fix” the problems of public education; however, the research shows effective
leadership at the district level, building level, and classroom level is the most
important for greater student achievement of all students (Murphy, Elliott,
Goldring, & Porter, 2006; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain 2005). Waters and Marzano
(2006) also showed the importance of superintendents with “vision,” who can set
strategic initiatives leading to significant impact on student achievement. A 1996
study by Sanders and Rivers showed that students in Tennessee who had good
teachers for three consecutive years demonstrated a significant increase in state
test scores. On the other hand, students who began at the same level but with
ineffective teachers for the same three years showed a significant decrease in
their performance on state test scores (Coble, 2002). These studies have
prompted state legislators and other policymakers to adopted statewide
accountability measures to quantify the qualities and actions that make some
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teachers and school leaders effective and to develop state-level policies for
dealing with ineffective teachers (McGuinn, 2012).
In 2010, Tennessee was the first state to be awarded funds through the
Race to the Top incentive grants given to states to implement ongoing
educational reform efforts (McGuinn, 2012). One component of Tennessee’s
First to the Top proposal, developed through collaboration of state policymakers
and district stakeholders, involved measuring teacher effectiveness based on
student achievement data (TNDOE, 2010). Half of each teacher’s yearly
evaluation was based on student achievement data, utilizing the Tennessee
Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) system developed in the 1990s
(TNDOE, 2010). This paradigm shift in the evaluation system from a sporadic
qualitative observation model to one based on both qualitative and quantitative
measures caused great ramifications (TNDOE, 2012). As the state sought to
reform education through holding teachers accountable for student performance,
the state took power from the local education agencies in order to potentially
raise the quality of educator in each Tennessee classroom (McGuinn, 2012).
The First to the Top Initiative served as a catalyst for other state-level
educational reform efforts championed by state legislators, other state
educational stakeholders and special interest groups (McGuinn, 2012). The
RTTT incentives fueled conversations in state and local governments,
“particularly in the context of the economic crisis and debates over budget cuts,
tax increases, and teacher layoffs that brought education spending and collective
bargaining policies into stark relief” (McGuinn, 2012, p. 141). While the federal
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government pushed funding for innovation and reforms, the climate within the
Tennessee became a fertile ground to capitalize on the federal funding
opportunity, as some of the components for reform were already in place (namely
the TVAAS data system).
It is important to situate Tennessee’s First To the Top grant proposal and
implementation in the political context, as the political climate shifted dramatically
from the time the reforms were proposed and granted and the statewide
implementation of the reforms. Between the 2010 FTTT grant proposal and
funding stage, and amid the initiative implementation stage in 2011, the political
environment in Tennessee shifted from a democratic governor with a tight
republican majority in the legislature to a republican governor and a larger
republican majority in both houses of the state legislature (Tennessee
Department of State, 2011). Reform efforts that previously had little hope of
passing both houses of the legislature and being signed by the governor now had
a narrow window of opportunity to see success (State Collaborative on
Reforming Education, 2010).
The new evaluation model of the state accountability measures was
implemented during the 2011-12 school year, after field-testing in several districts
across the state during the 2010-2011 school year (TNDOE, 2012). The new
evaluation system was intended to provide a baseline measure of school and
district performance, but instead resulted in administrative strain at the school
and district levels of school systems. This strain was caused by a shift from a
purely qualitative evaluation system that required annual evaluation of new
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teachers and less frequent evaluation of tenured faculty to a hybrid
qualitative/quantitative model with multiple measures and annual evaluation for
all educators. This burden and lack of development of evaluation measures for all
subject areas, tested and non tested, K-12, created a great deal of feedback from
educators, administrators, parents, and the community at both the district and the
state level (TNDOE, 2012).
The “one size fits all” legislative approach failed to reconcile the desire for
statewide accountability with a need for flexibility to implement the evaluation
model in each school district for a variety of school personnel. During the first two
years of implementation, school systems could apply to use one of several
established teacher evaluation systems and had some flexibility in the rubric and
types of data used, such as student and parent surveys. However, connecting
teacher effectiveness with quantitative measures of student achievement raised
concern in school districts across the state (TNDOE, 2012). Subsequent policies
that amended the original provisions and used the initial data collected to enact
other measures, creating a chaotic atmosphere in Tennessee. Effectiveness
measures were being refined while policymakers simultaneously passed
legislation allowing the effectiveness measures to be used as a determining
factor in teacher staffing and retention.
Statement of the Problem
With the passage of Tennessee’s First to the Top legislation and the
subsequent money garnered through the federal Race to the Top program,
Tennessee catapulted to the forefront of education reform. State policymakers
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capitalized on this opportunity to overhaul not only teacher evaluation measures,
through incorporating both quantitative and qualitative metrics, but also to
dismantle long-standing policies regarding tenure, retention, and performance
pay as well as to develop incentive programs to place Tennessee’s highestperforming teachers in the lowest-performing schools. The simultaneous
development and implementation phases of annual teacher evaluation along with
subsequent policy decisions regarding educators created a chaotic environment
where a “one size fits all” state model not only changed what it means to be an
effective teacher but how evaluations can be used to affect student achievement
in Tennessee. The gap between the development and implementation phases of
the teacher effectiveness initiative raise questions about how the policy decisions
were made. While Finch (2012) described the RTTT development process, the
literature was silent regarding its implementation and subsequent policy
consequences.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study was to understand how policy decisions
concerning teacher effectiveness measures are made and have since evolved in
Tennessee since the inception of the Race to the Top funding grant proposal.
This study was a two-part case study that seeks to explore the implementation of
Tennessee’s teacher effectiveness measures stemming from the FTTT initiative.
The perspectives of state legislators and school superintendents were analyzed
concerning FTTT and its impact on state educational policy during the first three
years of enactment and implementation.
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In the first part of the study, the researcher explored the policy
development process gleaned from perceptions of legislators and school
superintendents during the first year of the statewide implementation of the policy
of annual evaluations of teachers and principals. One of Tennessee’s goals in its
First to the Top grant, which was funded by RTTT, was that “Every child is taught
by an effective teacher and every school is led by an effective principal”
(Tennessee State News and Information, 2010). Using the FTTT funding,
policymakers seized an opportunity to create a system of accountability
identifying the effectiveness of teachers through annual evaluations to validate
other potential policy initiatives, while superintendents took both the funding and
the evaluation system as a means to build teacher effectiveness capacity within
the school district.
In the second part of the study, the researcher explored the evolution of
teacher effectiveness measures, and also parallel legislation that uses the
teacher effectiveness measures as a basis for retention, hiring, promotion, as
well as an incentive to place the “best” teachers in the lowest performing schools.
This dissertation intended to discuss the fallout from the chaotic environment of
state education policy reform resulting from multiple players each with their own
agenda.
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Research Questions
1. How did the feedback received by state legislators and
superintendents shape their perspectives on future teacher
effectiveness measures?
2. How does the framework of Kingdon’s policy streams reflect the
evolution of teacher effectiveness measures in Tennessee?
Definition of Terms
The following definitions are provided to ensure uniformity and
understanding of these terms throughout the study. The researcher developed all
definitions not accompanied by a citation.
Accountability- a relationship where a “principal” holds an “agent”
responsible for specific types of performance and where the
“principal” requires the “agent” to accounting of performance
(Adams & Kirst, 1999).
Educators- “All education professionals and paraprofessionals working in
participating schools… including principals or other heads of a
school, teachers, other professional instructional staff (e.g. staff
involved in curriculum development, staff development, or operating
library, media and computer centers), pupil support services staff
(e.g. guidance counselors, nurses, speech pathologists, etc.), other
administrators (e.g. assistant principals, discipline specialists), and
paraprofessionals (e.g. assistant teachers, instructional aides)”
(USDOE, 2013).
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Local educational agency- “a public board of education or other public
authority legally constituted within a State for either administrative
control or direction of, or to perform a service function for, public
elementary schools or secondary schools in a city, county,
township, school district, or other political subdivision of a State, or
for a combination of school districts or counties that is recognized in
a State as an administrative agency for its public elementary
schools or secondary schools” (USDOE, 2013).
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)- Federal legislation enacted
by the Bush administration tasked “to close the achievement gap
with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left
behind” (20 USCS § 6301, 2002).
Policymaker- in this study refers to state legislators.
Race to the Top (RTTT)- Federal grant program enacted by the Obama
administration that provided funds for improving student
achievement under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009 (ARRA). The ARRA provided funding under three areas
the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund (SFSF), Title I, Part A of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Title I), and the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Part B (USDOE,
2009).
Student growth- “the change in student achievement for an individual
student between two or more points in time” (USDOE, 2013).
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Teacher effectiveness measures/ evaluation system- a “system that:
(1) will be used for continual improvement of instruction; (2)
meaningfully differentiates performance using at least three
performance levels; (3) uses multiple valid measures in determining
performance levels, including as a significant factor data on student
growth for all students (including English learners and students with
disabilities), and other measures of professional practice (which
may be gathered through multiple formats and sources, such as
observations based on rigorous teacher performance standards,
teacher portfolios, and student and parent surveys); (4) evaluates
teachers on a regular basis; (5) provide clear, timely, and useful
feedback, including feedback that identifies needs and guides
professional development; and (6) will be used to inform personnel
decisions” (USDOE, 2013).
Teacher Evaluator Advisory Committee (TEAC)- a 15- member
committee comprised of teachers, principals, legislators, business
leaders and TNDOE officials that was created by the Tennessee
General Assembly in a tenet of the Tennessee First to the Top Act.
This committee created the multiple measures, annual, teacher and
principal evaluation framework subsequently adopted by the
Tennessee State Board of Education (TNDOE, 2010).
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM)- the new teacher
evaluation system enacted as a piece of the Tennessee First To

12

the Top Act. “Through a combination of frequent observation,
constructive feedback, measures of student learning and aligned
development opportunities, TEAM offers both a holistic view of a
teacher's effectiveness in the classroom as well as a structure and
roadmap for improvement” (TNDOE, 2013a).
Tennessee First to the Top Act of 2010 (FTTT)- state legislation passed
by the 106th Tennessee General assembly in a special session in
2010 that paved the way for a grant application for the federal
RTTT program and included language requiring the annual
evaluations of teachers and principals (TNDOE, 2010).
Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS)- “a statistical
analysis of achievement data that reveals academic growth over
time for students and groups of students, such as those in a grade
level or in a school” (TNDOE, 2013b, p. 1).
Significance of the Study
Tennessee was the first state granted Race to the Top funds based on the
strength of its teacher effectiveness legislation built on a foundation of data
collection systems already in place through the Tennessee Value-added
Assessment System (TVAAS) model (McGuinn, 2012). This places the state on
the cutting edge of the current cycle of state educational reform policy. The FTTT
initiative was a bipartisan effort with wide prima facie support of educational
leaders and other interested educational groups. An exploration of the intents
and perspectives of legislators on both sides of the aisle who were involved in
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the initial passage and implementation of the bill is necessary to gain insight on
the political motivation for the accountability measures. Likewise, the
perspectives of local superintendents concerning the ramifications of the teacher
effectiveness legislation provide a greater understanding of the context and the
impact of the FTTT agenda in Tennessee. Furthermore, as the RTTT funding
expires in 2013, there are many unanswered questions regarding the full
implementation of the model proposed and approved by the Teacher Evaluation
Advisory Committee (TEAC) advisory committee including the use of quantitative
data in the evaluations of all teachers, both in tested and non-tested areas.
Chapter Overview
This dissertation consists of 6 chapters. In this first chapter, the researcher
presented the background of the Race to the Top federal legislation and the First
to the Top state legislation that led to the implementation of teacher effectiveness
measures and subsequent reforms regarding educators in Tennessee. The twopart case study included two research questions to guide the analysis of the
evolution of educational reform movement in Tennessee. The first research
question used McDonnell’s policy feedback model to explore how feedback
gleaned from policymakers and school superintendents shaped the policymaking
process. The second question employed Kingdon’s political streams to examine
the politics and the policies that occurred in the chaotic environment that ensued
after the initial implementation of the teacher effectiveness measures. This
chapter also set forth the significance of this study in the larger context of
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educational reform movement in Tennessee and the struggle for control of the
reform movement by state and federal forces.
Chapter 2 includes a review of the literature that frames this study. The
review began with the education reform efforts leading to the Race to the Top
grant program, a history of teacher evaluation measures in Tennessee, and the
implementation process of the teacher effectiveness measures that arose from
the First to the Top legislation in Tennessee and the challenges as it pertained to
the research questions.
The third chapter provides a detailed description of the methodology that
will be used in this dissertation. For component of this study, the researcher
outlined the goals and specific research questions guiding the study. The
researcher also explained the sampling procedures and data collection process.
Then the researcher described the analytic strategy applied in examining the
collected data.
Chapters 4 and 5 include the results and discussion of the data analysis.
Chapter four included analysis and discussion of research question one, and
chapter five included analysis and discussion of research question two.
Collectively, these two chapters examined the impact of the RTTT and FTTT
legislation on educational policy in Tennessee.
In the final chapter, chapter 6, the researcher briefly summarized the
results of the previous two chapters and situated this study’s contribution within
the extant literature. This chapter included suggestions for policy and practice
and further research.

15

Chapter 2
Literature Review
This chapter reviews the relevant literature that undergirds this study. The
goal of this chapter is to present the political and often chaotic nature of
educational policy. First, the researcher will explore institutions that influence
policy and the actors in the policymaking and implementation process. Then, the
researcher will examine the stages of policy formation and policy implementation
with the specific foci of the Race to the Top legislation and First to the Top
initiative as it pertains to the teacher effectiveness measure. Finally, the chapter
concludes with a brief history of educational reform in Tennessee.
Institutions that Influence Policy
Ravitch and Vinovskis (1995) contend that a confluence of federal, state
and local governments, with pressure from the public and special interest groups
has shaped both educational policy and educational reform throughout American
history. Traditionally, the Tenth Amendment to the United States Constitution
grants the governance of education to the states, which then delegates
governance to local school districts. The state responsibility for education was
largely codified by state constitutions by the 1820s (Kirst, 2004; Epstein, 1995).
Epstein (2004) describes the web of educational governance as a “system of
tangled authority” which makes discerning authority and responsibility for
educational policies difficult (p.1). He asserts, “the nation long ago created a
separate government for education, consisting chiefly of state and local
education boards and superintendents... supposed to shield schools from
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interference by mayors, governors, or other political figures” (pp. 1-2). The battle
for control of local school districts, or “revolution” as Kirst (2004) terms it, is
ongoing between federal, state and local entities and is waged through the
sources of funding and policies governing the school systems (p.14). Kirst states
that the shifting of school governance from local control to state and federal
control has resulted in an indirect means to shift the direction of school policy.
Prior to World War II, the federal government had limited involvement in
educational policy, citing the Tenth Amendment that granted those powers to the
states. Certainly the idea of federalism, which Selakovich (1973) defines as “a
system in which there are two levels of government with certain more or less
clearly defined areas of authority and responsibility established by constitution,
law, or custom” supported the clear delineation of state and federal powers
regarding education (p.241).
With the launch of Sputnik I, the first ever satellite into space by the Soviet
government, politicians and educators alike began to ponder whether the federal
government ‘s role in education should grow under the auspice of “promoting the
general welfare,” as stated in the Preamble to the U.S. Constitution (Selakovich,
1973, p.255). The dilemma centered on whether to provide a more cohesive
educational policy in order to compete with the world or to leave the responsibility
for the education of children to each state and community (Selakovich, 1973).
Sunderman (2009) described the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (ESEA) as the initial leveraging of the federal government to equalize
educational and economic opportunities in order to solve unemployment and

17

poverty and concerns about national defense. Finch (2012) emphasized that the
paradigm shift in education governance after the passage of the ESEA as one
where “both the federal and state levels of government increased their role in
education governance and shifted their focus from equality of opportunity to
excellence in achievement (or from inputs to outputs)” (p. 155).
Over the subsequent decades, each presidential administration
reauthorized ESEA with slight changes that reflected legislative priorities. It was
not until the landmark legislation of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) that the
federalist model asserted greater control over the direction of public education
(Epstein, 2004). The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was legislation proposed
by President George W. Bush and was passed by Congress in January of 2002
(USDOE, n.d.). NCLB addressed four primary areas of education reform:
accountability for results, more choices for parents, greater local control and an
emphasis on scientific research. In addition, this legislation requires schools to
meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), be assessed by consistent, state-specific
standards, employ high quality teachers, and utilize research proven strategies to
increase academic achievement for all students (USDOE, n.d.).
The federal government allowed states to determine how they would
reach the requirements of the mandate, but it also initially set the requirement for
all students to achieve academic proficiency within twelve years of the
legislation’s passage (USDOE, n.d.). The NCLB legislation shifted accountability
measures in education from a compliance-based model to one based on
accountability (Wong, 2008). McDonnell (2005) argued that NCLB legislation was
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a radical departure from previous ESEA legislation that was made possible due
to the changes in the role of states in policymaking over the preceding two
decades, but the NCLB legislation also placed a largely unfunded mandate on
state and local governments.
While the NCLB benchmarks set high benchmarks for student
performance, many states felt the testing requirements and accountability
measures were draconian. Manna (2006) coined the term “borrowing strength” to
describe how the federal government used the state reforms already in place,
such as standards and state mandated assessments, to advance the federal
agenda. In 2009, while the states were still held accountable for the NCLB
benchmarks, President Obama designated $100 billion in stimulus funds for
improving student achievement under the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009 (ARRA). The ARRA provided funding under three areas the State
Fiscal Stabilization Fund (SFSF), Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (Title I), and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),
Part B (USDOE, 2009). According to the United States Department of Education
(2009), the SFSF provided funds to close the achievement gap and help all
students reach high standards and to address the goals of earlier education
legislation, including:
1. Making progress toward rigorous college- and career-ready standards and
high-quality assessments that are valid and reliable for all students,
including English language learners and students with disabilities;
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2. Establishing pre-K-to college and career data systems that track progress
and foster continuous improvement;
3. Making improvements in teacher effectiveness and in the equitable
distribution of qualified teachers for all students, particularly students who
are most in need;
4. Providing intensive support and effective interventions for the lowestperforming schools.
Out of the total money, $4.35 billion in SFSF was designated to provide
competitive grants for states that could show progress in sustained educational
reform under the name Race to the Top (RTTT). Under RTTT, the USDOE
designated $200 million for the Teacher Incentive Fund, $100 million for Teacher
Quality Enhancement, and $250 million for statewide data systems (USDOE,
2009). In order for states to receive funding, governors had to provide
information regarding progress towards the ESEA goals, baseline data
demonstrating the state’s current status in each of the four aforementioned areas,
and information regarding how the funds would be employed in improving
student achievement (USDOE, 2009).
Even with the RTTT grants, the gap between student performance and the
benchmarks of NCLB widened as the benchmarks rose each year (McGuinn,
2012). On Feb 9, 2012, President Barack Obama announced plans to provide
flexibility in the form of waivers from NCLB requirements for states that set their
own higher standards as shown in the following statement:
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So when it comes to fixing what’s wrong with No Child Left Behind, we’ve
offered every state the same deal. We’ve said, if you’re willing to set
higher, more honest standards than the ones that were set by No Child
Left Behind, then we’re going to give you the flexibility to meet those
standards. We want high standards, and we’ll give you flexibility in
return. We combine greater freedom with greater accountability. (Obama,
2012)
As mentioned earlier, ESEA funding allowed states to build infrastructure for
educational reforms, which then allowed the federal government to leverage that
capacity to advance later reforms (McGuinn, 2012).
In Tennessee, Governor Phil Bredesen called a special legislative session
in the spring of 2010 that focused on education to draw up a proposal for part of
$4.35 billion dollars in ARRA funds under the Race to the Top competitive grant
program. From this legislation, the“Tennessee First to the Top Act of 2010″
altered some traditional school finance policies by creating an“Achievement
School District” which allowed for state intervention in failing schools, afforded
LEAs the opportunity to develop incentive compensation packages for teachers
and principals, and encouraged the use of student achievement data in teacher
evaluation and funding mechanisms (McGuinn, 2012). Tennessee was the first
state to receive a federal Race to the Top grant of nearly $500 million which
allowed the state to further develop the aforementioned initiatives and provide
local school districts with the money and professional development to implement
the programs (Tennessee State News and Information, 2010). Governor
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Bredesen stated that the provision of federal funding through RTTT incentive
grants drove school reform measures and encouraged states to link teacher
evaluations to student achievement data (Robelen, 2009).
Tennessee was also one of the first 10 states granted flexibility and
waivers from the AYP requirements of NCLB. Instead of being locked in to
meeting the benchmarks prescribed by the NCLB legislation, Tennessee’s
flexibility proposal intended to raise overall student achievement by 3 to 5% each
year while cutting achievement gaps in half during an 8-year period based on the
reforms set in place through the RTTT grant (Huffman, 2012). In the waiver
application, the Tennessee Department of Education outlined the progress made
on the goals set forth in the RTTT grant including adopting the Common Core
State Standards and rising graduation requirements through the Tennessee
Diploma Project. Pervasive throughout the waiver application was the focus on
data driving the results for student achievement. Based on this data, Tennessee
could identify both effectiveness of teaching and the achievement growth of
students each year. The waiver application also recognized the roles of a myriad
of stakeholders in realizing these gains, including teachers, principals,
superintendents, school boards, state department, legislators and the general
public.
According to Finch (2012), for Tennessee and other states that received
funding, the Race to the Top grants represented a renewed commitment to
funding state educational capacity building, albeit with very focused parameters.
Finch (2012) saw the result as “increased state capacity to support education
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policy change, but also more standardization across the states” (p.48). DeBrayPerlot and McGuinn (2009) stated that while recent educational policy may seem
to be federal mandates, “… alliance of governors, business leaders, and civil
rights groups have blurred the longstanding ideological divisions over the federal
role in education and represented a potent outside political force for change on
Capitol Hill” (p.23). Thus, the case for national policy stems from unified policy
stances from groups of states. Hoff (2009) suggested that in light of increased
federal interest in education, states have reacted to the mandates in such a way
that has required the federal government to take a more passive approach to
education reform. With incentive grants like Race to the Top and the waivers to
NCLB, the federal education legislation reflects a more supportive role of the
efforts already in motion at the state level.
Educational Reform in Tennessee
Prior to receiving the Race to the Top funding, Tennessee was a leader in
educational innovation at the state level. Nearly 25 years earlier, Tennessee
passed the Comprehensive Education Reform Act (CERA) that established a
career ladder program that tied teacher salary to performance evaluations and
established a basic skills curriculum for students (Pipho, 1986). Sanders and
Horn (1994) stated that around the same time this bill was passed, independent
of the TNDOE, Sanders and McLean, two researchers at the University of
Tennessee, conducted research to develop a student achievement data system
that controlled for variables seen as hindrances to incorporating student
achievement data into a teacher evaluation model based on educational
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outcomes. The statistical system Sanders and McLean developed was based on
a three year study of performance on the California Achievement Test and the
gain scores produced from Knox County students over that period. Sanders and
Horn (1994) asserted that the study, dubbed the Sanders model, produced the
following findings:
1. There were measurable differences among schools and teachers with
regard to their effect on indicators of student learning.
2. The estimates of school and teacher effects tended to be consistent
from year to year.
3. Teacher effects were not site specific; a gain score could not be
predicted by simply knowing the location of the school.
4. There was very strong correlation between teacher effects as
determined by the data and subjective evaluation by supervisors.
5. Student gains were not related to the ability or achievement levels of
the students when they entered the classroom. (p. 300)
Subsequent studies that included data from more diverse student populations
and both urban and rural settings produced findings that “the estimate of school
effects was not related to the racial composition of the student body (p.300). As
the accountability model gained steam in Tennessee, shifting focus from the
process of educating students to the products produced by Tennessee
classrooms, the Sanders and McLean statistical model became the basis or what
became the Tennessee Value Added System.
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In 1991, the Tennessee Value-Added System (TVAAS) was introduced,
linking students to schools and teachers and measuring student growth
throughout the course of their K-12 career. In the following year, Tennessee
adopted the Basic Education Plan (BEP), a funding formula that ensured equity
in funding for instructional needs across the state (Finch, 2012). This program is
funded based on the average daily membership (ADM) from the previous years
in both regular and vocational programs plus the number of special education
students from the previous year (TCA § 49-3-351). The Tennessee General
Assembly passed the BEP in 1992 as a part of the Education Improvement Act
that augmented existing funding for K-12 education. The BEP was the method of
allocating the state funding to individual school districts. The original BEP formula
was revised in 2007 to increase the state’s share of funding contribution, secured
funding at 100% for at risk students, adjusted the fiscal capacity index, and
shifted student-teacher ratios (Boring, 2011). The BEP is calculated based on
the Fiscal Capacity Index, which according to Boring (2011) is “a statistical
estimate of a county’s relative ability to raise revenue” (p.3). The BEP formula
allocates more funds in a county who is less able to raise the funds from local
sources. Thus, a school district with high fiscal capacity would have to provide
more funds for schools through local sources such as property taxes and local
sales taxes than a school district with a low fiscal capacity. With the revision of
the BEP in 2007, the fiscal capacity index became an equal blend of the TACIR
method and the CBER method, both of which utilize the value of assessed
property per capita and local option sales tax per capita for each county. As
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Tennessee is a largely rural state, the BEP formula could be problematic for
large urban districts, as the funding formula does not take into consideration that
the money it takes to adequately educate a child living in poverty is greater than
the money it takes to educate a child with higher socio-economic status.
However, the BEP ensures that each district across the state receives a basic
level of public funding regardless of the local district’s ability to raise funds.
Despite all of these moves toward an economic model of education
funding and accountability, Tennessee’s public schools continued to struggle.
A 2007 report by the US Chamber of Commerce produced a report that provided
a state-by-state comparison of student college and career readiness. The report
detailed Tennessee’s failure in academic achievement of low-income and
minority students, postsecondary and workforce readiness, and truth and
advertising about student proficiency. The report also demonstrated that
Tennessee’s students possessed the largest gap between performance on state
assessments and performance on national assessments such as NAEP and that
only 30% of ninth graders who graduated from high school entered
postsecondary study.
Barone (2009) asserted that Tennessee’s standard of proficiency was low,
both compared to NAEP data and in comparison to other states, and suggested
that Tennessee’s model of measuring student growth to increase student
achievement reflected only a modicum attainment of basic skills. He highlighted
the strengths of the Tennessee model as acknowledging schools who make
progress with low achieving students although those students did not meet or
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exceed the proficiency benchmark, which may benefit the low achieving student
over the course of his/her academic career. Barone argued that since Tennessee
focused on growth measures rather than achievement, Tennessee schools may
slow down the pace of achievement and create long term problems for
achievement at the high school level. Although the bar was set low, the same
model demonstrated progress towards Tennessee’s NCLB goals.
The First to the Top legislation established the policy of annual
evaluations of teachers based on quantitative and qualitative measure of teacher
effectiveness (TNDOE, 2013a). The state-developed model of teacher
effectiveness resulting from this policy was named the Tennessee Educator
Acceleration model (TEAM). The goal of this program was to improve teacher
effectiveness through a model of frequent observation, feedback, professional
development, and an emphasis on using student data to inform instructional
practices. The model included rubrics for all school personnel, including teachers
and administrators, based on TAP model developed by the National Institute for
Excellence in Teaching (NIET). The TEAM model groups teachers into five levels
of effectiveness, from significantly below expectations (a score of 1) to
significantly above expectations (a score of 5).
The overall score is derived from three areas, observation (50%), student
growth (35%) and student achievement (15%) (TNDOE, 2013a). For the
observation portion, teachers were observed using 19 indicators in three
domains: planning, instruction, and environment. The observation indicators were
intended to capture a comprehensive view of an educators areas of strengths in
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weaknesses in the following areas: standards and objectives, motivating students,
presenting instructional content, lesson structure and pacing, activities and
materials, grouping students, teacher content knowledge, teacher knowledge of
students, thinking, problem solving, instructional plans, student work,
assessment, expectations, managing student behavior, environment, and
respectful culture. Observations were both announced and unannounced, and
the number of observations depended upon licensure classification. Teachers
with a professional license are four times annually: two 15-min observations and
two lesson-length observations, and teachers with an apprentice license are
observed six times annually: three 15-min observations and three lesson-length
observations. Teachers also submitted evidence of professionalism in the
following areas: professional growth and learning, use of data, school and
community involvement, and leadership.
For the quantitative portion of the evaluation score, teachers chose from a
menu of options (TNDOE, 2013a). For the student growth measures (35% of the
total evaluation score), teachers who had TVAAS data from state assessments
were required to select that as their measure. Teachers without TVAAS data,
which was nearly 50% of the educators in Tennessee, selected student growth
measures based on school-wide data, either overall or in a subset of data which
best represented their subject areas. For the student achievement measures
(15%) of the total evaluation, scores, teachers could choose from student
performance on state assessments such as: TCAP or end of course exams,
school-wide TVAAS scores; ACT/SAT assessment scores; “off the shelf”
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assessments with nationally normed data; Advanced Placement, International
Baccalaureate or National Industry certification exams; or the school graduation
rate.
Finch (2012) presented an analysis of the similarities of the passage of the
Comprehensive Education Reform Act and the First to the Top legislation,
highlighting elements that made Tennessee a unique case in state educational
policymaking due to the convergence and divergence of issues and interests.
Both sets of legislation carried bipartisan support, with republican Governor
Alexander reaching out to democratic legislature to pass the Comprehensive
Education Reform Act and democratic Governor Bredesen reaching out to a
Republican controlled General Assembly. Also, the spirit of collaboration in both
instances extended to an open dialogue between the governor and the
Tennessee Education Association (TEA). In both instances, the governor used
his bully pulpit to push for reform, and his staff played important roles in ensuring
the legislation passed.
Actors in the Policymaking Process
Spring (1988) categorizes the major political forces in educational reform
into three broad categories: major government actors, special-interest groups,
and the knowledge industry. Epstein (2004) describes the complexity of devising
an organizational chart of actors in the policymaking process “because of the
crisscrossing lines needed to connect a multitude of educational programs
across government levels, but also because others have an important voice in
school affairs. (p. 2). Epstein identifies these policy influencers including: federal
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and state courts, federal and state departments, community based organizations,
and education management organizations. Marshall, Mitchell, and Wirt (1989)
provide a more comprehensive list of policy actors, including: legislators and
staff; state departments of education; professional associations of teachers;
education PACs; the governor and staff; the state board of education; courts;
federal statutes; non-education groups; the general public; and producers of
education-related products.
Kirst (1995) categorizes policy influencers at the national, state, and local
level by type, including: general legislative, educational legislature, executive,
administrative, bureaucratic, professional association, and other private interests
(See Table 1 for policy actors in each category at each level of government).
While these categories broadly classify the myriad and often fragmented groups
involved in the policymaking process, they inform the players in both McDonnell’s
(2009) policy feedback model and the politics stream in Kingdon’s (1995) model.
Each of these actors possesses and leverage different amounts of power in the
policymaking areas in the policy formation, implementation and evaluation
process. For the sake of clarity, in this study the actors in the policymaking
process have been broadly categorized into the governmental sphere and the
public sphere.
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Table 1
Illustrative Influence on Curriculum Policy Making Adapted from Kirst
Type
National
State
General legislative
Congress
State legislature
Educational legislature

Local
(City councils have no
influence)
Local school board

House Committee on Education State school board
and Labor
Executive
President
Governor
(Mayor has no influence)
Bureaucratic
OERI, National Science
State department (division of Department chair, teacher
Foundation
instruction)
Professional Association National Testing agencies,
Accrediting associations,
County association of
subject matter organizations,
NEA, state subject matter
superintendents
NCTM, NSTA, Legislative
affiliates, superintendent
organizations, Gubernatorial
study committee
associations
Other private Interests
Foundation and business
NSF systemic state
NAACP, National
corporations, College Board,
initiatives, SCORE
Organization for Women
Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, Students First
Note. NAACP, National Association for the Advancement of Colored People; NCTM, National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics; NEA, National Education Association; NSF, National Science Foundation; NSTA, National Science
Teachers Association; OERI, Office of Educational Research and Improvement; SCORE, State Collaborative on
Reforming Education
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Governmental sphere. At the federal level, government actors in the
policymaking process are spread across the executive and legislative branches
of government. As discussed previously, with the ESEA and RTTT, the vision for
developing an educational policy begins with the President of the United States
and his advisors. The President appoints the Secretary of Education to lead the
United States Department of Education (USDOE), also located in the executive
branch. Since this the USDOE is led and staffed by presidential appointees, it
wields considerable power in setting the educational reform agenda and
shepherding the vision through the development stages with members of the
Department of Education for legislative approval (Leithwood, Seashore Louis,
Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004).
In the legislative branch of the federal government, Congress introduces,
debates and enacts policies both from the agendas of the executive branch and
from their own agendas (U.S. Senate, 2013). While the president, the secretary
of education, or the head of a federal agency may draft legislation, a member of
Congress must introduce all legislation. After a bill is introduced, it is referred to a
committee for action. Committees, such as the House Committee on Education
and Labor, hold hearings with members of the Department of Education and
other interested parties to further shape legislation (Kirst, 1995). Using the
example of the House Committee on Education, legislation passed out of this
committee goes to the House of Representatives for passage by the full
membership. Similar legislation is run through the United States Senate in the
same process. Once similar legislation has passed through both houses, a
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bicameral conference committee resolves any differences between the two bills,
and the legislation is signed by the President and enacted into law (U.S. Senate,
2013).
At the state level, the executive branch acts in a similar fashion to the
federal executive branch. An elected governor sets the educational agenda in
collaboration with his advisors and the state department of education. In order to
advance their vision of education for the state, governors have often formed
coalitions with the business community to enact reforms which create a
marketplace for educational competition in order to improve educational
outcomes (McDermott, 2009).
Also in the state executive branch, the chief state school officers (CSSO),
the state department of education and the state board of education play vital
roles as actors in the policymaking process. In Tennessee, the CSSO is
appointed by the governor, presumably to guide his education agenda, and the
CSSO must work closely with both the legislature and the state board of
education to develop and enact policy. Guided by the CSSO, the state
department of education is tasked with providing resources and guidance to
public school systems while at the same time enforcing federal and state policies.
Just as in the federal level, the staffers of the state department of education
serve at the pleasure of the governor. Likewise, the state board of education,
comprised of a variety of public stakeholders, governs and enacts policy for the
public school systems in the state (Brady, 2009; Finch, 2012). In Tennessee, the
state board of education consists of nine members, one for each congressional
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district. The governor appoints these members and each member serves a nineyear term (Finch, 2013).
In the legislative branch, Tennessee has a bicameral legislature that
parallels the federal system, with the Tennessee House consisting of 99
members and the Senate consisting of 33 members. As the state legislature is
closer to the people, state legislators draft legislation to help shape the
educational policy landscape in response to pressure from the public and special
interest groups. State legislators also allocate funds in the state budget to fund
educational policy initiatives. (Brady, 2009).
The state legislator as a policy actor is shaped both by his own
background and the imperative of the constituents he/she represents. Each
legislative session, legislators numerous of education related bills and
commission study committees to suggest improvements to the educational
process (Brady, 2009). While legislators are not necessarily educational experts,
they are often the drivers of educational policymaking because of pressure from
constituents and outside interests (Weaver & Geske, 1997). Those legislators
who do have a background in education are often placed in positions of
leadership on education committees within the legislature and are sought out as
a source of knowledge in developing policy initiatives.
Since this study focuses on the state level of government, it is important to
examine the literature pertaining to the relationship of the legislator to his/her
constituents. Much of the literature focuses on federal legislators, but the ideas
offered can be extrapolated to pertain to state legislators as well because of their
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similar role as policy actors. Early literature focused on the legislator’s ability to
predict the positions of a majority of their constituents. Kornberg (1966) detailed
two orientations to describe the relationship between a legislator and his
constituents. He stated that legislators tended to construct their role “in terms of
consultation with and the performance of services for their constituents” (p. 287).
He described the perceptions of where legislators felt that they fell on the
continuum, whether the legislators felt the representation of their district meant
that the constituency trusted them to make judgment calls of what is best
independent of the services they may provide to the district, those legislators who
performed legislative service for their constituency in order to ensure re-election,
and those who felt accountable to the will of the people for every decision they
made. McCubbins and Sullivan (1984) asserted that politicians focus on the
“loyal party identifiers” in the district rather than the independents or a balanced
approach to representing the interests of all who reside in the district (p.299).
Mller (2007) dispelled the assumption that “a congressional enterprise is a
rational actor who accurately sees the collection of constituents’ interests”
(p.620). Instead, Miler asserted that legislators and their staffs might not see the
many sub constituencies within the district and thus the decisions that the
legislators make “are likely to be based on incomplete and potentially biased
view of the district” (p.621). The legislator’s and staff’s awareness of a particular
constituency’s concerns was largely based on the activism of the constituents,
and the level of activist participation was largely due to the education and
background of the constituent group. From this discussion, one can see that the
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state legislator’s role as a policy actor is a unique one, as the legislator must
balance multiple agendas: the executive branch’s agenda, his/her own agenda,
the agendas of special interest groups, and the agendas of his constituents.
At the local level, an elected school board and a superintendent, who is
appointed by the school board, lead each local Tennessee school district.
According to Kirst (1995), historically, local school boards were comprised of
elected members who held full times jobs in the community and met a few times
a month to mediate policy conflicts and to approve proposals developed by the
Superintendent and his staff. Kirst shares that electing school board members
“seldom provided board members with a specific mandate or policy platform”
(p.33). Since the school board largely relied on the expertise of the
Superintendent and his staff, the school board and the superintendent together
responded to federal and state policy mandates and translated them into the
policy at the local level.
Faced with increased burden accountability measures, school
superintendents face a myriad of local, state, and federal initiatives to increase
student performance. Spring (2008) remarked that the role of superintendent was
originally designed as a “teacher of teachers” whose intended role was to “have a
person work full time as supervising classroom instruction and assuring
uniformity of curriculum” (p. 141). According to Kowalski (2005), the role of the
superintendent has changed over time from an instructional leader of his teacher
peers, to a “manager” during the 1920s-1940s, to a “statesman” after World War
II (pp.102-104). Cuban (1998) echoes the sentiment of a superintendent who
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must operate within several, often-conflicting spheres, instructional, managerial,
and political. In the instructional sphere, superintendents are ultimately
accountable for student achievement. As a manager, they must ensure the
smooth operation of the district with increasingly limited resources. Politically,
they have to be an advocate for district operations and be responsive to
stakeholders and policymakers who dictate initiatives and provide resources to
fund them.
While working within these three spheres, superintendents often must
make decisions on how to focus resources to have the greatest impact on
student achievement for all of the students in the district in the face of competing
interests. “Rather than just being an irritant, managing politics, school boards,
complaining parents and other special interests appear to have become so
normal to administrators that it is now part of the very definition of their role”
(Farkas, Johnson, Duffett, Foleo, & Foley, 2001, p. 9). Harris, Lowery, Hopson,
and Marshall (2004) elucidate the numerous interests superintendents balance
including people whose chief motives are money and job opportunities and
stakeholders, including diverse ethnic groups, business and community interests,
employees and political leaders, who grapple for access to public school budgets
and resources.
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In the most recent comprehensive study of the superintendency, Kowalski,
McCord, Petersen, Young, and Ellerson (2010) elucidated this position:
As the leaders and spokespeople of America‘s public schools,
superintendents play a key role in local, state, and federal policy
discussions and decisions, the very dialogues that ultimately impact and
shape the future of public education. (p. xiii)
Thus, the superintendents in the study affirmed the perception that their roles
included being an effective communicator, manager, instructional leader,
statesman, and problem solver. The changing educational climate combined with
the necessity of superintendents to balance instructional and managerial
leadership needs creates fragmented roles for a superintendent and places
him/her in an increasingly precarious public and political position as the CEO of
the local educational agency.
Public sphere. The general public also played an important role in the
policymaking process. Platt (2008) described the impetus for the public to
become involved in the policymaking process, combining the public’s desire to
influence policymaking with the context surrounding the political environment. He
asserted that the public’s involvement in the process occurs when the opportunity
presented itself, either because of an external threat to their way of life,
perceived access to policymakers, and the connection with a social network. The
public was more likely to be involved in the policymaking process when they are
involved in a social network that urged action, as the individual viewed his fate
connected with that of the larger group. However, the McDonnell (2009)
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cautioned that the citizens who are most likely to participate as actors in the
policymaking process are educated; middle-class citizens as they have the
political access, knowledge, and desire to be engaged in the process.
Within the public sphere, special interest groups also play a significant role
as a policy actor in the policymaking process. DeBray-Perlot and McGuinn
(2009) and Manna (2006) outlined the various types of special interest groups
and coalitions that participate in the process, including business groups who
seek a better outcome from the public education process and organizations that
possess an economic interest in the implementation of educational policies.
Think tanks, foundations, and for-profit firms, as well as labor unions, parent
associations, and teacher advocacy groups also vie for influence in the formation
and implementation of educational policy (Kaestle, 2007). McDonnell (2009)
stressed that the special interest groups are increasingly dictating educational
policy based on their own public policy interests rather than interest in the
general welfare of the public.
Special interests groups influence policymaking process through lobbying,
often hiring professionals to represent their interests and advocate for their
positions to governmental actors in the executive and legislative branches. Often
the perception of lobbyists has been associated with the use of bribery and
corruption to gain an edge in the policymaking process; however, Campos and
Giovannoni (2006) stated “lobbyists have expertise that politicians don’t have and
can influence politicians by strategically sharing this expertise with them” (p. 1).
These lobbying groups often represent groups of entities that hope to push their
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agenda in the policymaking process in order to achieve an outcome suitable to
the interests they represent.
The knowledge industry as special interest group also plays an important
role in the policymaking process. All of the actors rely on research to some extent
to validate the agenda they seek to advance. At the federal level, while
educational research is institutionalized within the government, educational
research efforts are often fragmented focused on the research and development
of reform measures rather than the data gathering of the effectiveness of a
particular reform (Vinovskis, Kaestle, & Glennan, 2000). Loveless et al. (1998)
discussed the inherent limitations of both research and policy in advancing
education reform, which he purported undermined the process of converting
research into policy measures that effect educational change. The researchers
took issue specifically with educational reform policies, which “frequently fall
short of scientific justifications and … these evidentiary shortfalls manifest
themselves later in the policymaking process” and advocated for a more
balanced assessment of evidence and reporting in research and the
decentralization of the research process itself (p.298).
However, this claim is supported by the literature which shows that the
research used by actors in the process is often incomplete, ignored or misused.
Lipton (1992) argued that policymakers largely ignored educational research
because the policymakers felt they were ultimately responsible to those they
represent, regardless of the quality of the research or what the research said.
Lipton described the policymakers perceptions of educational research, stating
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that policymakers viewed research as biased and somewhat arbitrary, may
possess bias, and that it often does not specifically address the questions they
need answered. Policymakers sought out research that was easily accessible,
often without regard to study quality, and was favorable to the argument they
were trying to advance. Lipton recommended that researchers seeking to
participate as actors in the policymaking process should forge relationships with
policymakers and their staffs early in the research process, maintain contact
throughout the research process, and provide results in a timely manner written
free from jargon and easily interpreted by the reader.
With the need to translate educational research into meaningful policy, the
policy entrepreneur becomes an integral actor in the policymaking process.
Mintron (1997) termed policy entrepreneurs as “political actors who promote
policy ideas” (p.738). These agenda setters seek to initiate policy change by
seeking to develop support for policy innovation, often by identifying problems
with the current policy and offering solutions to policymakers. Policy
entrepreneurs spend time networking and developing relationships that they can
later leverage to effect policy change, whether is looking at reforms successfully
enacted in other states or connecting with researchers who can provide
credibility to policy reforms. Mintron drew the analogy that “policy entrepreneurs
can be thought of as being to the policymaking process what economic
entrepreneurs are to the marketplace” (p. 740).
Ultimately, in the educational policymaking arena, the interaction of a wide
variety of policy actors politicizes the policymaking process, both in the formation

41

and implementation phases of the reform process, as each participant in the
arena seeks to advance their own particular agenda or the agenda of the group
they represent. Torres (1995) discussed the issues and interrelationships among
external forces, education policymaking, schools, and teachers. He described the
role of the state was " to promote capital accumulation, which, in a capitalist
structure, always generates inequalities. At the same time, the state has to
promote and sustain the legitimacy of the overall political and economic system"
(p.272). As such, Torres advocated that educational researchers should think
politically about education as the outcomes of reforms are shaped by the beliefs
of the policymakers. Marshall et al. (1986) provided some reassurance that in the
varied voices of policy actors, cohesive agreement on policy choice can occur.
The Policymaking Process
Spring (1988) asserts that while society seeks to improve perceived
political, social, and economic ills through the avenue of public education, “in
response to national issues, schools often become both scapegoats and citadels
of hope” (p.57). The educational policy formation process is a complex balance
of many interests and actors. Prior to the formation of a policy, there must be
impetus and pressure for change present in the political environment. This could
include a crisis event, public outcry, media pressure or a unified vision among
political actors and policy entrepreneurs (Mazzoni, 1991).
Parsons (1967) described the policy formation process as an institutional
system that gives meaning and legitimacy to the goals of the education system
(p.44) Often one of the challenges in the policy formation process is the lack of
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well-defined goals. Certainly the goals of the education system represent tangible
outcomes such as student performance in literacy and math, but policymakers
must also take into consideration the intangible goals of helping each child reach
his/her potential, developing a work ethic and a sense of responsibility, and
inculcating an appreciation for democratic values (Kohlberg & Mayer, 1972). In
the case of the First to the Top legislation, the federally prescribed outcomes for
receiving the grants drove the goals of the legislation.
Mintrom and Vergari (1998) encouraged the consideration of policy
formation as a result of the diffusion of policy innovation through policy networks.
The networks could be comprised of state executives, state legislators, policy
entrepreneurs, or other actors. Formal organizations, such as the National
Governors Association, the National Conference of State Legislatures, or the
National School Boards Association, form study committees that make
recommendations regarding policy initiatives that the policy actors can then bring
back to their local spheres of influence. Policy networks facilitate the diffusion of
policy ideas because they provide guidance in setting the agenda for policy.
Once the policy has been developed, the challenge becomes successfully
implementing the policy. Fullan (2013) identified that improving relationship is
key to successful policy implementation, “Reform is not just putting into place the
latest policy. It means changing the culture of the classrooms, the schools, the
districts, the universities and so on. There is more to educational change than
most people realize” (p. 7). In implementing change, there must be both vertical
and horizontal development of relationships among the stakeholders. State
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policymakers and the state department of education must work with the
superintendents and local boards of education to successfully apply policy
reforms by providing adequate resources and support to implement the policy
change.
One of the challenges with educational policy is that the policy is often not
fully developed prior to its implementation, which can lead to overload and
fragmentation of efforts. Spillane, Reiser, and Reimer (2002) constructed a
cognitive framework to help inform successful policy implementation. First, they
explored the order of the change itself, whether it is incremental, fundamental, or
a combination of the both, stating that “the more fundamental the changes
sought by innovation, the greater the extent to which existing schemas must be
restructured to form coherent understandings of the new ideas” (p.415). Likewise,
in communicating the change, policymakers must be certain to focus on the
deeper underlying principles rather than relying on superficial examples of the
importance of implementing the policy. Policies often evolve during the
implementation process because of the inability of policy actors to foresee all of
the contingencies and ramifications of the policy. Implementation is dependent
on those affected by the policy to alter their behavior and comply with a different
way of doing things. They assert that “there is a critical need to structure learning
opportunities so that stakeholders can construct an interpretation of the policy
and its implications for their own behavior” rather than merely communicating the
change to the impacted stakeholders (p.418).
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The initial development and implementation process of the FTTT
measures of teacher effectiveness elucidates these policy implementation
concepts. According to Finch (2012), The First to the Top legislation created a
“teacher evaluation advisory committee” (TEAC) which consisted of 15 members
including: the state commissioner of education, the executive director of the State
Board of Education, the chairpersons of the Education Committees of the House
and Senate, five public school teachers, two public school principals, one director
of schools, and three members representing other stakeholders’ interests. The
committee’s purpose was to “develop and recommend to the board, guidelines
and criteria for the annual evaluation of all teachers and principals employed by
LEAs, including a local-level evaluation grievance procedure,” and an overall
effectiveness rating for the evaluation (Public Chapter No. 2, 2010, p. 5). The
state commissioner served as the chair of the TEAC committee, but a team of
educational consultants from Education First guided the policy formation process
(Finch, 2012).
Working under a strict deadline of just over a year, the TEAC worked “to
develop the recommendations, design a model from the policy, conduct a field
test of the plan, and train educators across the state in how to use the policy”
(Finch, 2012, p.160). The TEAC committee met in public and solicited feedback
from a variety of stakeholders by varying the locations of the meetings across the
state. This public feedback was appropriately reflected in the final policy
recommendations (Finch, 2012).
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In March of 2010, the TEAC presented recommendations to guide the
implementation of the teacher effectiveness measures criteria to the State Board
of Education which included the following pieces:
1. 4 observations per year for professional teachers and 6 observations
for apprentice teachers followed by feedback conferences.
2. Required domains for the 50% qualitative instrument.
3. Possible options for the 15% student achievement component.
4. A process for identifying and/or developing alternative growth
measures for educators in non-tested subjects and grades. (TNDOE,
2013a)
Finch noted that rather than the policy implementation following the development
phase, in the case of the teacher effectiveness measures, the initial policy
development and implementation occurred simultaneously in order to meet the
stipulations of the Race to the Top funding. The TEAC and the TNDOE worked
with the Tennessee Consortium on Research, Evaluation and Development (TN
CRED) to conduct a field test of four evaluation models, with 84 districts 230
schools, and 8,410 educators participating in the field test during the 2010-2011
school year (TNDOE, 2013a).
The new evaluation system measuring teacher effectiveness measures
was implemented in the fall of 2011 in all school districts across the state. By
November 2011, only four months into the initial implementation, based on a
great deal of feedback from teachers, administrators and the public, the State
Board of Education approved a flexibility provision “which gives the option for the
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observation of two domains (planning and instruction or environment and
instruction) in a single classroom visit” (TNDOE, 2013a). An article in Education
Week (2011) posited that the rush to implement an evaluation system that was
not fully fleshed out could cause it to collapse and “jeopardize efforts to overhaul
evaluations” in Tennessee and in other states receiving Race to the Top grant
money.
Measuring Teacher Effectiveness
With increased federal and state legislative reform efforts regarding
student achievement, the education accountability requirements resulted in an
increase in data tracking of student learning (Coble, 2002). As a result of the
increased data, the focus has increased regarding the teacher’s impact upon
student learning. Coble (2002) stated that “quality teaching is the single most
influential determinant of student academic success, outside of home and family”
(p.1). The Miliken Family Foundation, a group that has studied trends in
educational reform for nearly 30 years, concluded that no reform could be
implemented successfully without a quality teacher (Solmon, 2004). Goe (2007)
summarized the research linking teacher quality variables to student
achievement measured on standardized tests between 2000-2007. The research
showed that teacher qualifications, characteristics, and practices did not
influence raising student achievement. Instead, there was a greater relationship
between teacher qualifications and positive student characteristics that could
contribute to higher student achievement.
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However, linking teacher effectiveness with student achievement has
caused a clash among scholars. Finn and Wilcox (2000) determined that teacher
effectiveness corresponds directly with student achievement measured on
standardized assessments. Further, the researchers stated that the primary
means to identify excellent teachers is through student achievement data. Other
studies support the conclusion that teacher quality is the sine qua non in raising
student achievement (Emerick, Hirsch, & Berry 2004; Hovenic, 2001, Schmoker,
2005). From another viewpoint, scholars have determined that student
achievement should be measured through metrics beyond testing, encompassing
a student achievement philosophy with values such as civic-mindedness,
knowledge, and preparation for the world after high school (Carter, 2006).
Encouraging measurement of student achievement beyond quantitative data,
scholars such as Darling-Hammond felt that all students deserved high quality
teachers (2007). In order to ensure a high quality teacher in every classroom,
teacher effectiveness metrics should utilize multiple methods of assessment,
including student growth, recruiting incentives to draw highly qualified individuals
into teaching, improving teacher preparation programs, mentoring beginning
teachers, and creating national standards for assessments that gauge actual
teaching skills (Darling-Hammond, 2007).
Despite these differences in how to assess teacher quality and
effectiveness, both Finn and Darling-Hammond concur that outstanding teachers
should be rewarded, albeit drawing the criteria for rewarding outstanding
teachers from different criteria. Darling-Hammond (2005) espoused rewarding
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outstanding teachers with compensatory benefits and leadership opportunities
based on peer collaboration efforts, professional development, certification
requirements, and observation of content knowledge and teaching skills. Finn,
however, advocated rewards exclusively based on student achievement data
based on value-added assessments through teacher evaluation systems.
Tension between these philosophies continues to be discussed as states adopt
education reform movements linking teacher effectiveness to student
achievement.
The movement to reform teacher evaluations for effectiveness began
shortly after the implementation of NCLB legislation based on a report from the
National Governors Association (NGA) Center for Best Practices. In 2009, the
New Teacher Project published a report entitled “The Widget Effect: Our National
Failure to Acknowledge and Act on Differences in Teacher Effectiveness.” The
report outlined how if teacher evaluations are linked to academic standards for
students and professional standards for educators, they can be a useful method
for increasing student achievement and expanding the quality of instruction (The
New Teacher Project, 2009).
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Tennessee’s First to the Top legislation captured the link between student
achievement and teacher quality with its focus on harnessing the power of
human capital:
Through Race to the Top, Tennessee will create an intensive focus on the
power of human capital: recruiting, developing, evaluating and
compensating the best talent Tennessee can find for its schools;
equipping them with the tools they need to succeed, such as standards
and data; defining expectations and setting the bar high for student,
teacher, and principal success; rethinking old and out-of-date practices
that keep great teachers and leaders from succeeding; and harnessing the
power of external organizations, foundations, and committed partners to
help Tennessee achieve its specific goals and targets. (TNDOE, 2010,
p.1)
With these goals in mind, Tennessee embarked upon a comprehensive
education reform program that established annual evaluations for all teachers
and principals and placed greater emphasis on quantitative data as the basis for
measuring teacher effectiveness. These evaluations included 50% of the score
based upon student-achievement measures, including 35% of the score based
upon TVAAS data (TNDOE, 2010).
Created in the 1990s, Tennessee Value Added Assessment System
(TVAAS) compares each student’s actual growth in learning to his expected
growth, assessing the improvement on a yearly basis. This progress
measurement can be adjusted up or down based upon the student’s previous
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history (Carey, 2004). The TVAAS model derives its origins from an agricultural
“value added” model, where a farmer would implement a new process or feed to
add value to the end product (Fisher & Twing, 2006). Proponents of this system
highlighted that it provides an objective measure of teacher effectiveness, as it
measures student growth rather than strict achievement. According to Carey
(2004), “The unique difference in this tool is its ability to compensate for student
differences in motivation, aptitude, economic status, family concerns, and the
many other factors that can create unfair educational comparisons” ( p.1). Based
on TVAAS data, school and district administrators could identify which teachers
were the most effective in leading students to make academic gains. However,
some researchers criticized the TVAAS measure because they considered the
value-added measurement a fallible appraisal of teacher’s contribution to student
achievement based on a large standard error measurement (Ballou, 2005).
Kupermintz (2003) furthermore claimed that despite efforts to account for noneducational factors in the TVAAS model, those factors have a discernable impact
upon the measure of teacher effectiveness. While state legislators and other
policymakers stand behind the TVAAS data, criticism of the model has raised
questions among teachers and administrators as to whether the model is a fair
measure of teacher effectiveness.
At a national level, other interested educational groups, such as The
Gates Foundation, delved into research concerning best practice models of
teacher evaluation around the world. The Gates Foundation funded a large-scale
research project to find teacher evaluation measures that are validated against
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student achievement gains and may be easily replicated (Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, 2010). The Measure of Effective Teaching (MET) Project piloted
observations or videotapes of teachers, supplemented with other teachersubmitted artifacts like lesson plans and student work, that can be scored
according to a set of effective teaching standards. MET also has initiated student
surveys which give the child’s perspective on teaching practices and learning
environments, which research demonstrates are significantly related to gains in
student achievement (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010).
While the value-added model appeared to be the silver bullet for
measuring what teachers contribute to a student’s learning, the model did little to
help teachers improve pedagogical practices or aid in personnel decisions.
Darling-Hammond (2013) asserted that reliance on these models may lead to
highly unstable results, as a teacher’s effectiveness can vary widely from class to
class, from year to year, and from test to test. Likewise in a value-added model a
teacher’s effectiveness varies because of the students assigned to the teacher’s
class and the model cannot take into account the myriad of influences that
impact a student’s performance. Darling-Hammond found the value-added
models useful at the macro level for research purposes, particularly to discern
which teaching practices more positively influence student learning, which in turn
informed standards-based evaluation processes where teachers felt supported
through effective feedback and mentoring from evaluators and focused
professional development to improve teaching practices.
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Summary
This chapter presented a review of relevant literature that undergirds the
idea that the nature of educational policy is inherently political and often chaotic
from the inception of the policy through the implementation process. Educational
policy is governed by the purse strings of institutions at the federal, state and
local levels. Moreover, the numerous actors in the policymaking process, all with
varying levels of influence, seek to shape the policy to suit the interests of their
particular groups. With the shift in federal policy from an education reform model
that funds state capacity building to a model that rewards accountability, states
such as Tennessee have adopted models such as the teacher effectiveness
measures that seek to quantify the impact a teacher has upon a child’s education
without taking into consideration the other factors that could contribute to the
student’s performance.
However, before the measures were fully implemented and equitable for
all teachers, Tennessee seized the opportunity to enact further reforms that used
the scores from the evaluation measures. The following two chapters explore the
successes and challenges of implementing the teacher evaluation measures in
Tennessee, how feedback helped legislators refine the policies as they were
implemented, and the education reform legislation that spiraled out of measuring
the effectiveness of teachers.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
This chapter outlines the overall research design and rationale employed
in this study. It includes a discussion of the research design, sample selection,
data collection methods, reliability and validity issues, data analysis strategy and
ethical considerations. The purpose of this study was to understand how policy
decisions concerning teacher effectiveness measures are made and have since
evolved in Tennessee since the inception of the Race to the Top funding grant
proposal. This study is a two-part case study that seeks to explore the
implementation of Tennessee’s teacher effectiveness measures stemming from
the FTTT initiative. In the first part of the study, the researcher explored the
policy development process gleaned from perceptions of legislators and school
superintendents during the first year of the statewide implementation of the policy
of annual evaluations of teachers and principals. In the second part of the study,
the researcher explored the evolution of teacher effectiveness measures, and
also parallel legislation that uses the teacher effectiveness measures as a basis
for retention, hiring, promotion, as well as an incentive to place the “best”
teachers in the lowest performing schools. A qualitative approach with descriptive
methods of data collection was utilized to give consideration to the following
research questions:
1. How did the feedback received by state legislators and
superintendents shape their perspectives on future teacher
effectiveness measures?
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2. How does the framework of Kingdon’s policy streams reflect the
evolution of teacher effectiveness measures in Tennessee?
Research Setting
In Tennessee, state level educational accountability policies are born in an
arena that reflects the myriad and often competing interests of the government,
the public, and other special interest groups. With the carrot of federal grant
money available, Tennessee policymakers leveraged the longstanding TVAAS
data system to garner federal dollars to proceed with further accountability
reforms, many of which required paradigm shifts in the operation of public school
systems. While the grant was awarded in 2010, under democratic Governor
Bredesen and a divided legislature, the initial steps to the implementation of the
policy were chaotic, as they involved changes in the Tennessee law codes and
policy development from ad hoc appointed citizen body, both of which garnered a
great deal of feedback from the education community and the public at large. As
the political environment shifted to a republican governor and republican majority
in the General assembly, the education reform movement accelerated, creating
more chaos in an already uncertain environment.
This study focused on the evolution of the policy within the chaotic
policymaking environment, and the theories that undergirded this study have
their exegesis in chaos theory and the organized anarchy model of policymaking.
Cunningham (2000) identified three conditions for a chaotic system: the system
operates in a non-linear way, the system is iterative in its cycle, and that minute
variations in the initial inputs lead to sizeable differences in outcomes. The
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evolution of teacher effectiveness measures occurred in a non linear fashion, as
there was a rush to implement a model that was not fully developed under the
assumption that placing an effective teacher in every classroom would be a cure
all for raising student achievement in Tennessee. Likewise, as the changes in the
measure themselves and the way the measures were used have evolved over
the course of the study, based on feedback gathered from multiple sources,
which leads the researcher to utilize McDonnell’s policy feedback model to
capture some of the iterations that led to the revision of the originally proposed
teacher effectiveness measures. Finally, utilizing Kingdon’s policy streams to
capture the context and the policy actors involved reinforced the idea that minute
variations in initial inputs lead to sizeable difference in outcomes, as the decision
agendas which stemmed out of each “policy window” had a large impact upon
Tennessee’s classrooms.
Research Design
This study utilized a case study approach and the theoretical
underpinnings of ethnography as a primary methodology. A qualitative approach
allowed the researcher to understand the common and varied perceptions of
legislators and superintendents regarding measures of teacher effectiveness and
accountability and the impact of the First to the Top policies on subsequent
educational reform legislation in Tennessee. Creswell and Clark (2007) stated
that a researcher conducts qualitative research when a “complex and detailed”
understanding of the issue is needed as well as the contexts within which
research participants speak to a particular issue (p.40). For this study, the data
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were gathered “directly by the researchers themselves” rather than on
questionnaires or scale measurements (Hatch, 2002, p.7). Thus, this form of
qualitative research fell within the constructionist epistemological paradigm,
defined by Crotty (1998) as “the view that all knowledge, and therefore all
meaningful reality as such, is contingent upon human practices, being
constructed in and out of interaction between human beings and their world, and
developed and transmitted within an essentially social context” (p.42).
Constructionism holds that objects do not hold value apart from the
meaning that humans attribute to them through interaction. As Crotty (1998)
asserted, “What constructionism claims is that meanings are constructed by
human beings as they engage with the world they are interpreting.” (p. 43). As
such, it is not enough to describe meaning along a continuum of objective or
subjective. Meaning is constructed through the interplay of humans and the world.
Rather than discovering knowledge, constructionists seek to understand
reality and its meaning through human experiences and the contexts that
surround them (Crotty, 1998). Central to this inductive approach to research is
the idea of symbolic interactionism. Esterberg (2002) elucidated three premises
of symbolic interactionism: that the reaction humans have to objects is based
upon the meanings they ascribe to the object; that meanings are derived from
human immersion in its culture; and that meanings evolve through interpretation
over a period of time. Thus, the task of the researcher is to interpret the
meanings and constructs, focusing on how those realities evolved. As a result,
rather than seeking the absolute Truth, constructionists view many different
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aspects of the reality they examine through the multiple perspectives that present
themselves in the course of a research project. Crotty (1998) explained that the
constructionist researcher focused on the interaction with his/her research object
and elucidated “constructionism does not suppress the object but focuses on it
intently. It is by no means a stationary development. It is meditation with content.
It well and truly catches on to things” (p. 52). Through this examination, the
research searches for descriptive patterns, which may inform a “useful”
understanding of the subject, with “useful” defined as knowledge that can be
transferred across human interaction. Constructionists hold that understanding is
not “objective, absolute, or truly generalizable” (Crotty, 1998, p. 16). Thus, the
uniqueness of the interaction can merely be explained through the patterns and
causalities that develop within understanding of the context and interplay of the
researcher and the research object.
Critics of constructionism object to its relativism. They contend that if there
is no absolute “Truth,” how can anything be considered “real,” since
constructivists contend that the construction of reality is unique to each individual
and allows for the idea that reality cannot be exactly the same for any two
research subjects and cannot be explicitly replicated (Crotty, 1998). Nevertheless,
constructionist epistemological thought continues to grow in research situations
that seek to make meaning of the world and to understand the experiences of
others. By utilizing a constructionist epistemological perspective, the researcher
garnered the opportunity to develop an in-depth understanding of the complex
influences of policymakers who legislate educational initiatives and the
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superintendents who must implement the initiatives in school systems within the
context of the legislative and public arenas in which policies are developed and
implemented.
Conceptual Framework
Since the educational policy process is not a static event, in order to gain
understanding it became necessary to tease out the ever-evolving development
and implementation process through different theoretical lenses to fully capture
the machinations and effects, either intended or unintended, of the policy as it
unfolded into practice.
Regarding research question 1, the framework of policy feedback provided
a glimpse on how feedback shapes the policy implementation process.
McDonnell (2009) theorized that the enacted policies themselves breed politics
from which new or amended policies arise. This policy feedback framework
(Figure 1) was appropriate for this study because of the simultaneous
development and implementation of the teacher effectiveness measures.
McDonnell (2009) defined the policy feedback as “applying knowledge of past
policies and the politics they create to predict how they are likely to shape the
next generation” (p. 425). The policy feedback theory looked at the politics that
result from policy implementation rather than the political forces that initially
shaped the policy. While this approach seems backwards of traditional policy
analysis, it can provide insight into what happens once policy implementation has
occurred.
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Figure 1. McDonnell’s policy feedback (Adapted from McDonnell, 2009, 2013)

Oftentimes, because of the rush to implement, a policy is not completely
fleshed out before it is put into practice, as in the case of the teacher evaluation
measures stemming from the Race to the Top grant money. As McDonnell
(2013) described it, “the positive and negative incentives that policies produce
create political dynamics that constitute feedback and shape future policy. This
feedback could reinforce existing policy or may change it in significant ways” (p.
171). Thus, the policy feedback lens allowed the researcher to examine the
structure that the teacher evaluation measures established, the “elite” and “public”
interpretations of the teacher evaluation measures, the various interests that
mobilized in reaction to the policy, and how all of those factors intermingled to
structure future policies (McDonnell, 2009).
Prior to examining the issue through the lens of policy feedback, it was
important to examine the characteristics of the initial policy, such as: the origins
of the policy, the type of change (incremental or major) represented, the policy
objectives, and the policy mechanisms. Through examining these characteristics,
the researcher could make conjectures of future policies (McDonnell, 2009). By
interviewing both the policymakers and the superintendents, the researcher
hoped to get a broader perspective of the interests involved in both the initiation
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and the implementation of the teacher effectiveness measures and to see how
the feedback affected other legislation surrounding teacher effectiveness.
Once the researcher identified the characteristics of the policy, the
analysis shifted to an examination of the institutional structure and rules that
emerge, whether the policy creates something new, changes an existing policy,
or dismantles previous policy (McDonnell, 2009). In the case of the teacher
evaluation measures, the researcher determined who participates, who makes
the decisions, and where the power and resources to implement the policy reside.
In doing so, the researcher gained insight regarding which groups might favor or
oppose the policy and what actions may be taken to amend the policy.
From this analysis, two final components of the theory emerged: the
interpretive effects and the mobilization of interests (McDonnell, 2009).
Interpretive effects refer to the idea that how policies are implemented facilitates
how stakeholders react to them, both in a general and a specific sense. In the
same way, the reaction of stakeholders, whether positive or negative, can either
extend or inhibit the life of the policy, and may have both positive and negative
mobilization efforts depending upon the priorities of different groups involved in
the policy process.
In order to address research question 2, the framework of policy streams
(Figure 2), developed by Kingdon (1995), aided the researcher in understanding
the cyclical nature of the policy process. Described as an “organized anarchy
model of public policymaking,” this model consisted of three independent
streams: problems, politics, and policies (Henry, 2007, p. 288). The problem
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stream involved the definition of the social problem and applying a policy to
remedy the problem (Kingdon, 1995). In this study, the problem stream involved
the perception that ineffective teachers produce low achieving students. The
resolution to this problem was comprised of the teacher effectiveness measures
and other policies that use teacher evaluation scores to make retention and
tenure decisions. The political stream was comprised of the formation of the
governmental agenda by the “visible clusters” of policy actors, which included
gubernatorial staff, the Tennessee Department of Education (TNDOE), the state
legislators, and special interest groups. The third stream, the policy stream,
created the decision agenda, or what the policy looks like. In this stream, the
actors include those who are committed to seeing the policy implemented and
those who want to ensure that the policy reflects the interests of their group,
including career educational leaders, interest groups, and legislative staff
(Kingdon, 1995).
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Figure 2. Kingdon’s Policy Streams Theory. Adapted from Kingdon (1995).
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The creation or amendment of public policy occurs when the three
streams of problems, politics, and policy converge together, a point that Kingdon
describes as “policy windows” (Kingdon, 1995). Policy windows of opportunity
open when there is a shift in public mood or perception, such as the move to
holding schools accountable for student outcomes, and can result in the
restructuring of the governmental agenda or the decision agenda. As Henry
(2007) describes it, the policy streams model, “teases out the processes
messiness, humanity, and luck” (p. 290). In the scope of this study, the
researcher contends three “policy windows” of opportunity occurred to shape the
decision agenda regarding teacher effectiveness measures, during the three
legislative sessions of 2011, 2012, and 2013. Each of these windows created,
augmented or amended the total policy package of teacher effectiveness without
producing a comprehensive implementation of the original policy.
Methodology
This dissertation utilizes a case-study approach because it “investigates a
contemporary phenomenon in depth and within its real-life context, especially
when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident,”
(Yin, 2009, p. 18). Stake (2003) describes the use of a case study as intrinsic
and instrumental, as “a particular case is examined mainly to provide insight into
an issue or to redraw a generalization” (p. 137). The study seeks to expand the
understanding of how and why teacher effectiveness measures evolved guided
the inquiry within an existing theoretical framework, making the triangulation of
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multiple sources of data imperative to developing a comprehensive picture of the
content and the context of the teacher effectiveness measures (Yin, 2009).
In designing this study, the researcher chose to single out Tennessee as
the focus of the study, as Tennessee was the first state to receive funding under
the Race to the Top initiative and is the state where the researcher currently
resides. The researcher chose not to include Delaware, the other state to receive
RTTT funding during the first round of grants, or the states that received funding
in subsequent rounds of grant making, as the goals as well as policy
development and implementation process in Tennessee evolved in a unique
manner because of the motivations and actions of state level policymakers.
While this study employs a qualitative approach, other states may be able to earn
from the contribution of this type of analysis as the effects of the Race to the Top
legislation in Tennessee were transformative to the educational reform landscape.
Tennessee is one of the major players in the accountability movement because
of the tradition of value-added testing, which provided quantitative basis to center
the reforms. In the first part of the study, the researcher chose to focus
specifically on the superintendents and state legislators as actors in the
policymaking process as those two groups represented key players in the policy
development and implementation process.
Using an emergent rather than an a priori design, this dissertation
employed both interviews as well as document and artifact analyses to
understand the context of the implementation of the teacher effectiveness
initiatives as a result of the Race to the Top grant. Qualitative studies allow the
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researcher to focus on the “how” and “why” questions and utilize multiple sources
of evidence to discover a more extensive picture of an event or phenomenon (Yin,
2009). In turn, the researcher can construct multiple perspectives to gain holistic
insight into the motivations and manifestations of the teacher effectiveness
initiative in Tennessee.
Data Sources
Both primary and secondary sources were collected to answer the
research questions in this study. This section details the data sources for each
part of the study.
Interest in this study stemmed from the initiation of a pilot study completed
as a residency project. With the initiation of the First To the Top legislative
package in 2010, the researcher became interested in the roles that
superintendents and state legislators played in the policymaking process. After
the first year of implementation, the researcher conducted 8 interviews, 4 with
superintendents and 4 with state legislators in the summer and fall of 2012. The
initial study explored the perceptions of these two groups regarding the
implications of accountability measures that stemmed from the Race to the Top
grant (Braddock, 2012). The qualitative study employed a case study approach
to chronically the initial implementation phase of the First to the Top initiative and
discusses the impact of connecting student achievement data to teacher
effectiveness measures and the potential bearing of the Race to the Top
measures on other state level educational reforms (Braddock, 2012). The initial
study focused on the participants’ perceptions of the development process, the
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implementation process, the idea of connecting a quantitative measure to
teacher evaluation, and the challenges in implementing the model going forward.
At the time the interviews were conducted, the implications on subsequent
legislation were mere conjecture as the measure was not fully developed, and
the first year of implementation highlighted challenges and barriers to full
implementation. However, in responses to questions regarding perceptions of the
development and implementation of the legislation, both the superintendents and
legislators described the policymaking process and identified the actors in the
process. Part 1 of the study utilizes the data generated from the pilot study to
conduct a secondary analysis of the data focusing specifically on the
policymaking process rather than the general perceptions of the policymakers
and superintendents. The description of the data sources in that section
describes the participant selection and interview protocol from the pilot study.
The initial data analysis from those interviews piqued the researcher’s interest in
the policymaking process, which will be the focus of part one, and the evolution
of subsequent policy stemming from the initial First to the Top legislation since
the researcher conducted the initial interviews, which will be the focus of part 2 of
the study.
Throughout both phases of the data collection process (part 1 and part 2),
the researcher engaged in both participant and non-participant observation in
order to bolster understanding of the context in which the feedback process
occurred and subsequently to view the policy streams in action. As Tedlock
(2000) asserts, “participant observation implies simultaneous emotional
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involvement and objective detachment. Ethnographers attempted to be both
engaged participants and coolly dispassionate observers of the lives of others…
widely believed to produce documentary data that somehow reflective the natives’
own points of view” (p. 465). The researcher conducted participant observation
as a member of the Alternative Growth measures sub-committee that was
convened in 2011, where the researcher served as a member of the committee
but also observed the connections between the sub-committee and the TNDOE
as the teacher effectiveness measures. Also, after the first year of FTTT
implementation in the spring of 2012, the researcher conducted participant
observation as part of the SCORE roundtables which sought to gather feedback
on the initial teacher effectiveness measures. Likewise, in order to gain a
longitudinal perspective of the policymaking process and to see how the teacher
effectiveness legislation evolved, from 2010-2013 the researcher engaged in
non-participant observation of the bodies which were comprised of the actors in
the policymaking process, namely the Tennessee board of Education, the
Superintendent Study committee, and both committees and general sessions of
both the Senate and House of the Tennessee General assembly.
Part 1. The first research question relied on primary source data collected
through participant interviews and archival document analysis. Initially, the
researcher collected primary source documents relative to Race to the Top
legislation, the First to the Top legislative package, videos and texts of legislators
and gubernatorial speeches, and documentation specific to the teacher
effectiveness measures. Also, secondary sources, such as newspaper articles
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and web blogs by political and education activists allowed the researcher to gain
knowledge of the varied opinions of the legislative agenda. Both the primary and
secondary sources allowed the researcher to gain knowledge of the intricacies of
the topic and discussion surrounding the development of teacher effectiveness
measures, both from the public perspective and from the actual discussion in the
legislative chambers. Furthermore, during each legislative session in 2010-2012,
the researcher spent several days in education committee meetings and in the
legislative sessions of both houses of the Tennessee General Assembly as a
non-participant observer in order to gather a sense of the legislative process.
These data sources informed the researchers’ identification of potential
participants and guided the development of the interview protocol.
Following this analysis, the researcher conducted semi-structured
interviews with both state legislators and school superintendents during the
months of July-September 2012. While these interviews were originally
conducted during the residency project phase of the researcher’s course of study,
the analysis of the responses will be conducted utilizing a different conceptual
framework pertaining to the current research question. These interviews will be
used as an additional primary source to provide direct insights into the thoughts
of the actors in the agenda formation and legislative implementation of the
teacher effectiveness measures.
Sampling method. The interview sample contained 8 participants, 4 state
legislators and 4 school district superintendents. All participants were identified
as having expert knowledge of the process of procuring and implementing the
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Race to the Top grant funding and the specifically the teacher effectiveness
measures initiatives. The researcher chose to focus on two groups of participants
in the study, the legislators who enacted the policy and the superintendents who
implemented the policy. The teacher effectiveness paradigm’s intent and
implementation lies at the nexus of politics and education. Names of participants
were identified utilizing a purposeful sampling technique in order to ensure that
the participants had an understanding of and could speak to the research
problem, which Creswell and Clark (2007) identified as a key component of a
qualitative study. Patton (2002) advocated purposeful sampling as it allows the
researcher to study the complexity of information-rich cases.
Furthermore, purposeful sampling provides for homogeneous samples, in
this case two sets of homogenous samples. Hatch (2002) identified homogenous
samples as “made up of participants who share common characteristics, and
these selection strategies are useful for studying small subgroups in depth”
(p.50). Subjects for this study were identified by their willingness to participate
and by their having been in their positions when the Race to the Top measures
were passed through the legislature and implemented in the school districts. In
order to consider the implications of the policy on the different types of school
systems and legislative districts, the researcher attempted to include diversity in
the sample for race, gender, and population settings, including rural, suburban,
and urban areas.
A letter of invitation was sent to each participant identifying the researcher,
the purpose of the study, and the timeline for conducting the study (Appendix A).
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The researcher followed up each letter with a phone call to set up a suitable time
and place for a face-to-face interview or a phone interview. Each participant
signed an informed consent (Appendix B).
All 132 legislators in Tennessee were contacted via letter and email and
provided the opportunity to participate, and the 4 legislators interviewed were all
members of either the House or Senate education committees, which gives them
insight into the intent and the implications of the legislation. Initially, the response
rate was very small, and the researcher, based on the observations conducted of
the legislative process, focused the study on the members of the House and
Senate education committees. The researcher’s observations of both committee
meetings and general session meetings demonstrated that the majority of the bill
crafting and decision making occurred at the committee level. Thus, the 4
legislators interviewed were all members of either the House or Senate education
committees, which give them insight into the intent and the implications of the
legislation. This response results in a 22% response rate for the senate
education committee (2 of 9 members) and a 13% response rate in the house
education committee (2 of 15 members). One member responded in the
affirmative, but lost in the primary election before the interview could be
scheduled and lost interest in participating. Other members of the education
committee responded with an indication that they did not have the expertise
regarding the legislation, the knowledge of the specific bill, or inclination to be
interviewed by an “academic.”
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All 136 school district superintendents also received letters and emails of
invitation. Fourteen superintendents responded to the initial request, of which
four were willing to participate in the study. During this time period, there was
great turnover in superintendents across the state, and the 10 who responded
initially but were not willing to participate were those who retired and were no
longer interested or moved out of the state for other opportunities and chose to
focus on their new responsibilities. Of the 10 who declined after initial interest,
five referred me to their replacements who declined to participate because they
did not feel like they could speak to the development and implementation
process.
Interview protocol. The researcher developed an interview guide based
on questions raised from the literature review, and probes from the interview
guide were asked to all interview subjects (Appendix C). As Patton (2002) stated
the interview guide is employed “to ensure that the same basic lines of inquiry
are pursued with each person interviewed. The interview guide provides topics or
subject areas within which the interviewer is free to explore, probe, and ask
questions that will elucidate and illuminate that particular subject” (p.343).
The semi-structured interview format allowed the participants, who were
provided with the interview guide prior to the interview, to connect topics and
digress to other germane topics. The interview guide was piloted with a recently
retired school superintendent of a rural school system and a state legislator. Both
of these subjects were chosen to pilot the questions because of their familiarity
with the legislation and their representation of types of potential participants.
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Based on these two pilots, minor changes occurred in the terminology and
sequence of the questions based on the feedback of the pilot subjects. The
interviews for the study itself were conducted either in person or on the phone,
and each interview lasted around an hour in duration.
In order to ensure confidentiality of the study, measures were taken to
maintain the anonymity of all participants. The researcher maintained a list that
connects the names of participants to their corresponding pseudonyms. Data
were stored after interviews in a locked safe in the researcher’s home office.
Informed consent was obtained from all participants (Appendix B). The
researcher alone has access to the digital recorder with which interviews were
taped and the field notes taken by the researcher during the interviews.
Immediately following each interview, the researcher reviewed each recording
with the notes taken during the interview to cogitate the themes that emerged
and to consider what needed to be altered in format or context for subsequent
interviews.
A professional transcriptionist, who signed a confidentiality agreement,
transcribed the interviews (Appendix D). The researcher met with the
transcriptionist to ensure that the transcriptions were accurate and fully captured
the details of each interview. There were no identifiable risks associated with this
study, and the study received approval on June 25, 2012 from the Instructional
Review Board (IRB) for the Protection of Human Subjects at The University of
Memphis (Appendix E).
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Part 2. The second part of the dissertation relied largely on primary
sources and historical artifacts from the Tennessee General Assembly, the
Tennessee Department of Education, and the Tennessee Superintendent Study
Committee (TSSC). This includes agendas, videos, and transcripts from state
legislative committee and session meetings and text from state legislative bills
that were unsuccessful and those that were voted into law during the 2010-2013
sessions of the Tennessee General Assembly. Other primary sources include
internal (TNDOE) and external reports evaluating the success and challenges of
implementation; agendas and minutes of the Tennessee Superintendent Study
Committee (TSSC); and documents from the TNDOE regarding the evolution of
the teacher effectiveness initiative. The researcher also will analyze reports from
public interest groups such as SCORE and the Tennessee Education
Association. All of these sources are publicly available online. As the research
question examines the policy streams involved in the enactment, implementation
and subsequent revision of the teacher effectiveness measures as well as
complementary measures of educational reform surrounding teachers, an
analysis of both the historical and current documents will provide insight as to
how the legislators’ and superintendents’ perceptions influenced enacted policies.
Data Collection
Throughout the data collection process, I assumed different roles as a
researcher depending upon my access to the different facets of the policy actors
and the policymaking process.
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During the interview process, I explained background in education and the
purpose of the research. At times during the interview itself, I shared information
and knowledge pertaining to the roles I had played as mentioned in the previous
paragraph, which helped build a rapport with both the legislators and the
superintendents and helped me gain some credibility with the participants. I was
guarded and careful in the information that I shared with the participants in order
to not interject my opinion of the research topic and compromise the objectivity of
the interview questions.
Also, over the course of the study, I conducted observations, both as a
participant and as a non-participant in different settings. My role as a researcher
was largely determined by the access I had to the observation setting. While the
venues, purposes, and actors in the process may have differed, my approach to
the process was similar- to capture the process, the interplay among the
participants, and my thoughts during the observation sessions. While this is
obviously the most subjective approach in this study, the color that each of these
experiences provided help paint the larger picture of the development,
implementation, and subsequent impact of this legislation on the framework for
teacher effectiveness in Tennessee.
Researcher Subjectivity Statement
In qualitative inquiry, the researcher is the instrument. Both the data
collection of interviews, observations, and document analysis, along with the
analysis of the data are subjective. As Glesne (1999) states, “awareness of your
subjectivities can guide you to strategies to monitor those perspectives that might,
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as you analyze and write up your data, shape, skew, distort, construe, and
misconstrue what you make of what you see and hear” (p. 109).The data
collected and the analysis are colored with the individual values and prior
experiences of the researcher, forcing the researcher to acknowledge her own
values and biases to reduce her influence on the data collection and analysis.
As an educator in a Tennessee public high school, I have had the
opportunity to engage with different facets of the teacher effectiveness measures
in several different roles. I have been teaching since 2002, the first year of the
NCLB benchmarks, in both public and private schools across the state. During
my first year of teaching, I replaced a teacher mid-year at a low performing, inner
city Knoxville high school. My second year of teaching occurred during my
masters program the following year at a high performing suburban high school in
Knoxville, under the mentorship of a high performing Latin teacher. In 2003, I
returned to the Memphis area and taught middle school Latin for four years at an
independent school in suburban Shelby County. In 2007, I chose to return to
public education as a high school Latin teacher at a high performing suburban
high school.
During the initial implementation and piloting phase (2010-2011) of FTTT,
I served on a sub-committee of the TEAC charged with developing alternative
growth measure policy for the non-tested subject area of foreign language.
During the following two years, I have been observed and evaluated under the
TEAM model of measuring teacher effectiveness, in a similar manner as every
other public school educator in Tennessee.
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My viewpoint is unique because I teach Latin I, II, III at the honors level
and AP Latin, all of which are non-tested subjects, so the quantitative portion of
my evaluation score is derived from a whole school measure. Both years of this
evaluation program, I earned a grade of 5, on a 1 to 5 scale. During the 2012-13
school year, I was selected and served as a master teacher. A master teacher is
a high performing teacher who continues to teach in the classroom with the
added leadership responsibility of mentoring and evaluating other teachers. As a
master teacher, I was trained in the TEAM model and conducted observations of
other teachers, both tenured and untenured. All of these roles and achievements
develop a unique perspective of the impact of the teacher effectiveness
measures on multiple levels.
All of my experiences as an educator, an evaluator, and a graduate
student studying educational leadership and policy potentially influence the
analysis of the evolution of the teacher effectiveness measures. In the
development phase of the alternative growth measure policies, I gained insider
knowledge of the process by serving on the sub-committee. From this experience,
I realized the importance of being “in the room” developing recommendations to
influence the decision making process, as I was the only teacher who taught
Latin on the 12 person sub-committee. Ultimately, the recommendations I
suggested were marginalized by those driving the agenda, under the auspice
that the proposals we developed did not demonstrate student growth. As a
teacher, I experienced the uncertainties of a policy that was not fully developed
yet was implemented. As an outsider to the development process and a recipient
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of the implementation process, I experienced the confusion of being observed
and then the policy changing as well as the fear, uncertainty, and powerlessness
caused by being dependent on the school’s quantitative scores. Likewise, in the
role of a master teacher, I gained another perspective of what it felt like to
observe other teachers, the reaction of colleagues being observed by peers, and
the viewpoint of the purpose of observing teachers to help them identify strengths
and focus on weaknesses. Because of my dual status as a graduate student and
a high school teacher, I was able to critically identify and assess the impact this
accountability measure had on my classroom, my school, and my school district
through the eyes of a researcher rather than merely a casual observer.
Taking all of these roles and experiences into consideration, a researcher
must also acknowledge the bias of choice regarding what research avenues to
pursue, questions to ask, and participants to interview. As mentioned previously,
much of my interest in this study stemmed from the initial study I conducted
which gathered the perceptions of state legislators and school superintendents
after the initial implementation of the teacher effectiveness measures.
Conducting the interviews and listening to their thoughts and stories piqued my
interest in pursuing what would actually happen in subsequent legislative
sessions based upon the successes and challenges that the participants
identified.
Validity and Reliability
When conducting qualitative research, validity and reliability measures are
often difficult to construe in the traditional sense. As Patton (2002) asserts,
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instead of the quantitative approach that depends on the credibility of the
instruments, in qualitative research “the researcher is the instrument” and
encompasses the criteria of credibility, transferability, dependability and
confirmability (p.14). Thus, as Golafshani (2003) explains, “the credibility of a
qualitative research depends on the ability and effort of the researcher” (p. 600).
Some qualitative scholars such as Stenbacka (2001) assert that the idea of
reliability in qualitative research is “misleading” because the purpose of the
research design is to develop understanding and to explain a phenomenon or
issue (as cited in Golafshani, 2003). On the other hand, Patton (2002) elucidates
that qualitative researchers should be concerned with validity and reliability in
study design, data analysis, and determining the study’s quality. Lincoln and
Guba (1985) frame reliability in qualitative research in terms of dependability and
consistency of the results. Patton (2002) further states that reliability is a
consequence of validity in a qualitative research study when discussing the
researcher’s ability and skill to conduct research.
In this study, dependability and consistency is determined by readers’
agreement that the research outcomes are coherent if presented the same set of
data and parameters. Techniques utilized to bolster reliability in this study include
describing the investigator’s role in the research process, keeping detailed
research records during the data collection process, and employing triangulation
in data analysis. This study also includes a thorough review of relevant literature
in order to ground the study.
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Regarding validity, Golafshani (2003) asserts “the quality of the research is
related to the generalizability of the result and thereby to the testing and
increasing the validity or trustworthiness of the research (p.603). To enhance the
external validity of the study, the thick, rich description employed in the findings
conceivably allows the reader to apply the findings to similar contexts or
participants. The data indicated that in both sets of participants, the point of
saturation was reached. Due to the variety of settings and participants, it was
unlikely that a single participant could provide enough data to be a valid
representation of the perceptions of the whole group so the study included
multiple participants from the inception of the research. The researcher’s intent
from the outset was to continue collecting data from multiple sources until
saturation occurred demonstrated by a prevalence of non-exclusionary data.
Furthermore, to ensure internal validity in the study, multiple measures
were utilized to increase the validity of the study including: member checks,
participatory modes of research, triangulation, and an examination of the
researcher’s bias (Merriam, 1988). Throughout the research design and analysis,
participant input and researcher bias were taken into consideration. The semistructured format of the interviews allowed the researcher to probe further into
issues where the participants exhibited particular expertise, and several
participants extended invitations to the researcher to conduct observations of
legislative meetings, committee meetings. Other participants provided documents
which provided the researcher to verify and place the interview data in context.
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Also, the researcher conducted member checks of the interview data to
ensure that the data reflected the participant’s knowledge and intent. At the end
of each interview, the researcher described the member checking process to the
participant, and asked whether the participant would like a hard copy or an
electronic copy of the complete transcript of the interview. All the participants
indicated that an electronic copy of the transcripts was sufficient, and the
researcher emailed completed transcripts to the participants in August and
September of 2012. Participants were asked to verify the transcripts and to
elaborate if they felt so led. Participants made comments regarding the line
numbers where amendments or exclusions should be made. One participant
asked that a section be omitted from the original transcript citing that the
comments he made were “off the record.”
Creswell and Miller (2000) define triangulation as “a validity procedure
where researchers search for convergence among multiple and different sources
of information to form themes or categories in a study” (p.126). In this study, the
researcher gathered data from multiple sources and focused on collecting
different types of data to capture the policymaking process and the iterations of
the policy itself, including the policy documents themselves, observations of the
policy and the news media. Information sources included interviews, archival
documents at both the state and the district level, transcripts of legislative
committee sessions, and the researcher’s own notes from observing the
legislative proceedings. The data collected in this study was also compared with
other studies surrounding teacher effectiveness measures, including: a
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dissertation by Finch (2012), a report on the first year of implementation by
TNDOE, and a report by SCORE detailing feedback and recommendations from
a series of roundtable discussions conducted around the state.
Data Analysis
Hatch (2002) denotes that “data analysis is a systematic search for
meaning” (p. 148). In analyzing data, the researcher utilized an inductive
approach, moving from the specific meaning to more general themes (Hatch,
2002). Due to the emergent research design, the researcher employed a
thematic method of data analysis. Guest (2012) described thematic analysis as
the process of pinpointing, examining, and recording patterns across multiple
sets of data.
Since the data collection for this study occurred in two phases, the
researcher coded the interviews looking for emergent themes in order to guide
the specific data collection and analysis for the second phase of the study, using
(Patton, 2002). The researcher conducted all coding manually using color codes
for the themes that emerge from the data and from the literature. After the initial
open coding of the interviews, the researcher looked for connections between the
initial codes in order to establish “patterns of meaning in data so that general
statements about phenomena under investigation can be made” (Hatch, 2002, p.
161). From those conceptual patterns arose naturalistic generalizations, which
allowed the researcher to make meaning from the data and allowed the readers
inferences to learn from for their own knowledge or to apply to similar cases
(Creswell & Clark, 2007).
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During the coding process, the initial codes were identified and then
analyzed for overlap and redundancy. Codes were subsequently grouped into
themes and sub-themes, using McDonnell’s (2009) policy feedback or Kingdon’s
(1995) political streams to guide rather than confine the analysis in order to
minimize bias (Yin, 2009). The researcher then recorded participant’s actual
responses under each theme. When necessary, the researcher add words in
parenthesis to complete or clarify the thought of a participant, with careful
consideration given to ensure that the meaning of the participant’s thought was
not altered. The researcher also included ellipses when writing the results when
portions of a participant’s response are unworkable or distract from the meaning
of the response without changing the meaning.
Once the researcher identified the emergent themes from the participant
interviews, she used those themes to guide the data collection for the second
research question. The themes and similar terms were used as search terms for
subsequent primary source documents. Likewise, the researcher gathered all
filed legislative bills pertaining to teacher effectiveness and analyzed them with
respect to the themes that both emerged from the interviews and themes that
arise within the artifacts themselves. The researcher also examined the
legislative transcripts and video from both the education committee and the
General Assembly floor debate to further refine the analysis of the common and
divergent themes. By examining the committee transcripts, the researcher was
able to identify other groups and people who may have testified regarding the
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teacher effectiveness measures and the use of the measures in subsequent
legislation.
From the analysis, patterns and themes emerged which shed light on the
intent and effects of teacher effectiveness initiatives. These emergent findings
from multiple sources of data connect to literature and link to suggestions for
future studies. Triangulation of the data collected from the interviews occurred
with primary source documents including legislative documents, legislative
committee transcripts, and superintendent study committee minutes. Likewise,
the data were compared in tandem with the findings of the report published by
the Tennessee State Department of Education concerning the first and second
years of the implementation of the teacher effectiveness initiative and the State
Collaborative for Reforming Education (SCORE) reports commissioned by
Tennessee Governor Bill Haslam.
Ethical Considerations
Ethical considerations included the use of an informed consent form, a
discussion of the interview agenda and time frame, and the use of a digital
recorder to ensure interview was captured verbatim. At the beginning of each
interview, the researcher reviewed the informed consent protocol with the
participant and provided opportunity for the participant to ask questions and for
clarification. The researcher kept all arrangements made with the participants in
this study, and the identity of all participants and of the districts was kept in
confidence.
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Delimitations and Limitations of the Study
The delimitations of this study include the boundary of the problem, the
individuals studied and their respective leadership positions, and the setting of
the study. The study concerns the perspectives of certain individual legislators
and superintendents regarding a specific set of legislation and how that
legislation impacts the educational environment in the state of Tennessee.
One of the challenges to this study was respondent bias. While the
researcher contacted all 132 state legislators and 136 school superintendents in
Tennessee via letters and email, few expressed a willingness to participate. One
legislator on the senate education committee responded through a designee that
the senator “categorically did not participate in academic interviews” while two
other legislators who voted on the First to the Top legislation and the teacher
effectiveness legislation declined to participate citing that they did not have
adequate knowledge to contribute to the study. At the time of the study, ten
school districts who responded to the initial invitation to participate were in
transition with superintendents who had recently retired. Each of these retiring
superintendents directed the researcher to contact his/her successor, but none of
the newly hired superintendents expressed a willingness to participate in the
study.
Future studies would expand the number of superintendent and state
legislator interviews to gain additional insight on Race to the Top, teacher
effectiveness criteria and student achievement measures. Including other types
of participants (i.e., TNDOE staff, school principals, or school board members)
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who are stakeholders in the RTTT/ FTTT initiative would enhance understanding
of the effects of the implementation of the teacher effectiveness initiative. Finally,
a meta-analysis comparison of states that implemented teacher evaluation
measures as a result from Race to the Top would provide further information
regarding the impact of federal grant incentives upon state educational policy and
reform movements.
Summary
This chapter outlined the overall research design and rationale employed
in this study to answer the two research questions posed to identify and analyze
the impact that the First to the Top teacher effectiveness measures had on
subsequent educational reform policies in Tennessee. It included a discussion of
the use of qualitative research design to collect and analyze data. The chapter
also discussed the multiple primary and secondary data sources, including
interviews and document analysis, including data collection methods for each
phase of the study. Likewise, the chapter discussed data analysis strategies
using thematic analysis to produce and refine themes that emerged from the data.
Finally, the researcher considered reliability and validity issues as well as ethical
considerations.
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Chapter 4
Shaping Evaluation Policy through Policy Feedback
Introduction
In presenting the results of this qualitative study, the researcher will first
describe the characteristics of the two groups of subjects and then present the
findings from the hour long interviews in themes aggregated by groups to provide
a comprehensive picture of the policy development process gleaned from the
perceptions of legislators and school superintendents during the first year of the
statewide implementation of the policy of annual school personnel evaluation.
The findings and subsequent discussion seek to answer the research question:
How did the feedback received by state legislators and superintendents shape
their perspectives on future teacher effectiveness measures?
The findings and discussion in this chapter focus on the four phases
identified by McDonnell’s policy feedback model, which elucidates the politics
that result from the implementation of a policy. Building on the work of Finch
(2012) which focused on the development of teacher effectiveness measures as
outlined by the TEAC committee, the researcher chose to interview
superintendents and state legislators, two of the primary recipients of feedback
regarding the implementation of the teacher effectiveness measures. By
concentrating on those two groups of policy actors, the researcher can determine
how the feedback those participants received shaped their perspectives on future
teacher effectiveness measures. As the teacher evaluation measures were not
fully developed prior to implementation, the policy feedback lens allows the
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researcher to explore the factors that guided the implementation of the measures
through the eyes of two key groups of players in the policymaking process.
These two groups were not only the only policy actors involved in the
policymaking process, as the participants identified others who shaped the
development and implementation phases including the governor’s administrative
staff, the Tennessee Department of Education, the Tennessee School Board
Association, the Tennessee Education Association, consulting groups like Batelle
for Kids and special interest groups like Stand for Children. The researcher
chose to focus on state legislators as they created the framework for the policy
and superintendents because they led the implementation of the policies in their
own school districts. While the data from the interviews was collected as part of a
previous study (Braddock, 2013), this study focuses on the policymaking process
gleaned from the answers given by the participants in the pilot study which
focused on the participants’ perceptions of accountability measures in the
development and implementation of the First to the Top legislation.
The 4 superintendents who were interviewed for the study were all white,
with ages in their late forties or early fifties, and had been appointed as
superintendent within the past five years. Of them, 3 were males and 1 was a
female. Each superintendent had a background in education, who rose through
the ranks as a teacher then an administrator and subsequently appointed as a
superintendent. 2 superintendents represented urban districts, 1 a primarily
suburban district, and 1 a rural district.
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The 4 legislators interviewed all served in the legislature during the
development and subsequent implementation of the First to the Top initiative as
a member of either the Tennessee General Assembly House or Senate
education committees. All 4 legislators are males, with their ages being midthirties to late fifties, 3 being white and 1 being African American. Three of the
state legislators volunteered that they had children, with one legislator’s children
attending parochial schools and the others attending local public schools. One
legislator’s wife is currently an educator in a public school system. All 4
legislators expressed great passion about education and ensuring that all of
Tennessee’s students receive an education that will allow them to be successful,
productive citizens in the future.
Political Impetus for Teacher Effectiveness Measures
Based on first phase of McDonnell’s Policy Feedback framework, the
researcher explored the origins of the teacher effectiveness measures which
arose out of the tenets of the First to the Top legislation. Both superintendents
and legislators identified the need for education reform arising from roundtable
discussions with Governor Bredesen’s administrative team and business leaders
around the state that identified that many of Tennessee’s high school graduates
were not prepared for the workforce or post-secondary study.
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One superintendent says that the reform legislation was presented in
response to a need for Tennessee’s students to be nationally and globally
competitive, as measured by national standards:
…a lot of it was really turning Tennessee upside down because we just
come off, I guess, a campaign to really bludgeon Tennessee as far as
where they ranked in the country, where we had not made any progress
according to NAEP standards… it was used against us in such a way that
we were so miserably behind and failing that whatever we did, we were
going to really turn Tennessee upside down to move our position as far as
looking at national ranking, to look at how our kids would measure up as
and be competitive with the rest of the country, as well as the rest of the
world.
As the primary objective of the FTTT legislation was to raise student
achievement through multiple measures, an annual evaluation process for all
teachers based on quantitative and qualitative data was presented as a key
component to reforming education in Tennessee because it shifted the focus to
data-driven decision making at all levels of the educational process largely based
on student growth scores from the long-established TVAAS measures. One
legislator shares that while the legislature shaped the initiative through legislation,
Governor Bredesen’s staff guided the process using money as the carrot for
change:
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You know, there were a lot of explanations from the administration, which
at that time was Governor Bredesen and his folks. And, you know, the
legislature -- we had questions what was driving it though a lot of it was
the administration had a pretty good idea of what you were going to have
to put in your proposal in order to be successful… And so that helped -that drove a lot of the process. You know, for example, if there was a
group that didn't like something, for example the teachers union, and they
would say, well, we don't like that. It's like, well, if we don't do it, we
probably won't be successful. And so having that big pot of money out
there acting as a carrot, it led a lot of people to do things that normally
they would not do.
When President Obama announced the opportunity for federal grants under
the Race to the Top initiative, Governor Bredesen sought to submit a proposal
that garnered bi-partisan legislative support and was supported by educational
stakeholders, including school districts and educational leadership across the
state.
The superintendents interviewed all comment that they were “summoned to
Nashville” for a meeting with the State Commissioner of Education and the
Deputy Commissioner of Education to discuss the First To the Top legislation.
When asked about their input in the development of the application for the Race
to the Top grant funding, two superintendents described their involvement as
“minimal” and two superintendents described their involvement as “very minimal.”
One superintendent described the development process this way:
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Initially, when the State completed the application for Race to the Top …
district superintendents and key personnel were called to Nashville for a
meeting. And we were explained the process and actually asked to sign on,
you know, along with our union rep and our school board chairman. And
then we started developing our scope of work. And a key component of that
was, you know, teacher effectiveness.
As one superintendent describes it, “we sold our soul.” Another superintendent
explains it in this way, “When you get grant money, there's strings attached. We
knew that going in. Every superintendent knew that. We were told that. And so
some of the things have been a little bit hard to digest.”
Likewise, all the state legislators interviewed described the motivation for
the Race to the Top grant proposal and the subsequent First to the Top initiative
as being driven by the governor’s office and the TNDOE under the direction of
the governor.
The legislators characterized their involvement primarily as changing statutes
required to submit the application in a special session of the legislature in
January 2010 and subsequent legislation focusing on codifying the details of the
teacher evaluation and student assessment process in subsequent legislative
sessions.
The superintendents identified their involvement in the development of the
FTTT initiative as commencing once the grant money had been secured from the
federal government. According to the superintendents, money was allocated to
each district based on student population and need based on the population of
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students eligible for free and reduced lunch. Each district worked with state
officials to develop a “scope of work” describing the plan for using the allocated
money to support achieving the tenets of the FTTT grant conditions.
While the superintendents comment that their roles in the development of
the First To the Top proposal and initiative was limited, the legislators all give the
perception that attempts were made to include educational stakeholders in the
process. As one legislator describes the process:
As part of the proposal in the grant, we contacted and we --when I say the
State and the State's representatives could be the Department of Education,
could be the governor's staff or -- in some instances State legislators
contacted all the directors of schools, all the school boards chairmen, all the
teacher organizations, and we asked them. We explained what we were
going to be doing, and how we were going to do it, and we were applying
for the grant money which was about a half -- I think our proposal was 300
something million, but we wound up with about a half a billion five hundred
thousand. We actually got more than we asked for. And so we met with
them and they all -- everybody in the State of Tennessee, everybody signed
off on it, every director of schools, every school board – school boards and
the teacher organizations. And that was unique. I think that was the only -we were the only state that did that.
While the FTTT origins of the teacher effectiveness measures
incorporated limited buy in and feedback from key stakeholders, once the RTTT
grant money was received the commitment to educational reform created a

93

seismic shift in the educational landscape in Tennessee because it connected
evaluations of teacher effectiveness to quantitative student outcomes. One
legislator describes the monumental shift that occurred based on the policy shift
of the teacher evaluation measure stemming from the First to the Top legislation:
Teacher evaluation set up a policy shift of two monumental issues. One, it
has now become an annual evaluation. That was a huge change from
where we were like once or twice every 10 years or something like that.
And then secondly it applied the use of data, empirical data, growth data,
you know, to determine evaluations. For a long time the TVAAS data was
not permitted by law to be used in evaluations. Well, that changed.
According to the legislators, other educational reform legislation subsequently
passed through the legislature parallel to the development and implementation of
the teacher effectiveness measures. One legislator describes FTTT as setting
the stage for other educational reforms:
You know, once we passed it (FTTT), that set the stage and we than
began to administratively plug in the details. And then that was followed by
a number of other concepts that related to it. One of them was teacher
evaluation, one of them was tenure changes, and those are the two major
pieces. We had a lot of other concepts that related to it as well. So those
two pieces that came later defined in the sense the principles that were in
that original bill of the First to the Top. First to the Top set the stage, set
the objectives, set the -- you know, as I look at it, set the standard…and
that was a huge policy shift.
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The teacher effectiveness measures were just one piece in the educational
reform puzzle in Tennessee, but the implications of categorizing teachers
according to effectiveness had far reaching impact in subsequent legislation.
During the development process, there was great discussion in legislative
chambers and other meetings regarding whether to use student data in
determining teacher effectiveness and to what extent student data should be
used in measuring teacher effectiveness. During this process, the legislators
commented hearing concerns from parents, individual teachers and the teachers
unions, with the teachers unions advocating for a lower percentage of
quantitative data used in the calculation of scores or no quantitative data used in
the calculation of teacher effectiveness. However, the governor’s administration,
special interest groups, and legislators all felt that the use of both quantitative
and qualitative data were important facets in determining teacher effectiveness.
One superintendent shares how utilizing data makes a teacher more
effective because it focuses the teacher on the specific needs of individual
children:
We had already made the shift to talking about the data. But if anything it's
made the data more important, which is not a bad thing and that -- those
numbers represent a child and … we looked at data points, lots of data
about the child. And we made decisions based on that data.
Another superintendent shares a holistic view of the intent of the whole process,
“I really think we have to think about how we teach, what we teach, and why and
to me the TEAM model -- this effectiveness piece is the how, and I think that's

95

important.” One of the major benefits cited by all of the superintendents was that
connecting student achievement to teacher effectiveness measures shifted the
focus to what the data says about what the students are learning. As one
superintendent shares how logically it makes sense to connect data to the
measures of teacher effectiveness:
I think it's important that we look at the data. I think the numbers tell us
something. So I think it only makes sense that it be tied into the
evaluation…in the long run it's going to be a good thing as long as we
don't publish the list and as long as it doesn't become punitive to those
folks who are really working.
The legislators all emphasize the importance of utilizing data as a “true” measure
of teacher effectiveness. Two legislators state that they wished that student
achievement were a greater percentage of the evaluation of teacher
effectiveness. One legislator leaves some room for discussion regarding the
percentage of evaluation score that reflects student achievement data:
There is some balance and, I mean, you could figure out, well, should it be
50/50 or, you know, there's 35/15/50, you know, how do you break it up.
And I think that's a -- you know, that's one of those things where we are
going to kind of see if it needs tweaking as we go along, but it's going to
be some combination of student achievement and then also just the
observations of teachers.
The initial development and implementation process of the FTTT
measures of teacher effectiveness elucidates the policy objectives and
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mechanisms. According to Finch (2012), The First to the Top legislation created
a “teacher evaluation advisory committee” (TEAC) which consisted of 15
members including representatives from a variety of stakeholders guided by a
team of educational consultants. Working under a strict deadline of just over a
year, the TEAC worked “to develop the recommendations, design a model from
the policy, conduct a field test of the plan, and train educators across the state in
how to use the policy” (Finch, 2012, p.160). The TEAC committee met in public
and solicited feedback from a variety of stakeholders by varying the locations of
the meetings across the state. This public feedback was appropriately reflected
in the final policy recommendations (Finch, 2012).
In March of 2010, the TEAC presented recommendations to guide the
implementation of the teacher effectiveness measures criteria to the State Board
of Education which included the following pieces:
5. 4 observations per year for professional teachers and 6 observations
for apprentice teachers followed by feedback conferences.
6. Required domains for the 50% qualitative instrument.
7. Possible options for the 15% student achievement component.
8. A process for identifying and/or developing alternative growth
measures for educators in non-tested subjects and grades (TNDOE,
2013a).
Finch noted that rather than the policy implementation following the development
phase, in the case of the teacher effectiveness measures, the initial policy
development and implementation occurred simultaneously in order to meet the
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stipulations of the Race to the Top funding. The TEAC and the TNDOE worked
with the Tennessee Consortium on Research, Evaluation and Development (TN
CRED) to conduct a field test of four evaluation models, with 84 districts 230
schools, and 8,410 educators participating in the field test during the 2010-2011
school year (TNDOE, 2013a)
Development of Policy Rules and Structures
The TEAC recommendations, which were subsequently adopted by the
Tennessee board of education, was both a change in existing teacher evaluation
policy and a dismantling of the previous policies. Interestingly, though the new
policy utilized the TVAAS measures of student growth which had been in place in
Tennessee for nearly two decades.
The superintendents all identified that the new evaluation measures
represented a paradigm shift in the educational landscape, as previously
evaluations were based primarily on qualitative measures. A superintendent
states that it was presented to them from the state that, “we would have to
change the evaluation model of teachers in such a way that we could really
measure effective instruction.” The superintendents state that educators support
more evaluation. Previously, teachers had been evaluated in each of their first
three years of teaching and then during two years within each 10-year period.
One superintendent comments that, “veteran teachers were only being evaluated
twice in 10 years… teachers would have agreed as well that that was not often
enough… And, in fact, teachers embrace the idea of having, you know, more
evaluations.” All of the superintendents comment that while annual evaluations
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were worthwhile, it was the number evaluations per year required by the FTTT
legislation that initially placed an undue burden on school districts. As one
superintendent states:
But the thing that really became damaging with that because again they
wrote it in the (RTTT) application being that teachers needed to be
evaluated every year. Well, that didn't bring too much of a change. It was
how many times they were to be evaluated in the course of a year, and
what they (state legislators) were saying was four times for our veteran
teachers, six times for a new teacher. And they (the legislators) had no idea,
no idea what they were about to place out there.
Once the tenets of the First to the Top initiative were codified and the
parameters of the new teacher evaluation system were in place, school districts
across the state were provided the opportunity to field test four different
evaluation systems during the 2010-11 school year. Three of the four
superintendents interviewed opted to pilot evaluation systems in the school
district. The fourth superintendent’s district, a rural district, did not pilot as the
superintendent felt that the district needed to focus on other priorities and that the
district could not expend human capital on an evaluation model that would not be
ultimately adopted by the state. During the piloting process, the superintendents
identified the constraints that the new teacher evaluation requirements placed on
the schools who piloted, but all mention that modifications were not made to the
legislation based on the feedback from the districts who piloted. One
superintendent comments, “It’s the implementation thing even with the pilot
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schools trying to get all those evaluations in a year's time and particularly for
small elementary schools where you just have one administrator, it's just
unbelievable.”
Likewise, a superintendent expresses concerns that the piloting process did
not provide the baseline necessary for successful implementation:
There was not time to even calibrate, particularly if you are looking at the
teacher evaluation model, and the thing that was really I guess
disconcerting they allowed multiple models -- I think there's four evaluation
models out there. And they keep talking about creating this baseline so they
can sort of look and compare as far as looking at how teachers have grown
with the new evaluation model, well, you can't do that with four different
models… and they keep talking about how they're going to do this
comparison, well, they can't.
All of the superintendent describe the pressure on administrators and teachers
during the implementation phase as arising from the pressure to meet the
requirements of the grant application submitted to the federal government.
There was no plan in place other than saying it was going to be done. There
was no planning time because there was this sense of urgency that we had
to do everything and we had to do it quickly because the Feds required it
because we put it in the application for Race to the Top.
While the superintendents felt the pressure of implementation, the
legislators filed bills during the spring 2011 legislative session that either
attempted to address some initial concerns with the process of implementation or
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promoted the use the measures of teacher effectiveness to affect further reform
(Appendix G). The two major bills that passed during this time included removing
the collective bargaining rights of teachers’ unions and reforming tenure
provisions. Other unsuccessful bills recommended the public posting of teacher
effect data, encouraged the timely reporting of student performance data,
established grievance procedures for teachers regarding effectiveness measures,
and asked for the delay of the formal implementation of the teacher evaluation
system. Despite the chaos in the simultaneous development and implementation
of the teacher evaluation system, three of the four legislators agree that the focus
on student achievement data and teacher effectiveness provided some much
needed “checks and balances” to the state’s public educational system which
they report was the largest spending priority in the state budget but had not been
producing the best results.
Political Effects of Implementing Teacher Effectiveness Measures
The superintendents’ comments demonstrate support for the intent of the
FTTT initiative in improving student achievement and teacher effectiveness;
however, they overwhelmingly expressed concern for the way the proposal was
implemented. One superintendent who expressed support for the initiative
described the implementation in this way:
no one, no one disagrees with that because particularly the teacher
evaluation the model is very good. It's the way that it is being implemented
it's as far as teachers, it's a great instructional model, but the principals are
absolutely dying because it's just -- it is too much without having the
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assistance or help to do it.
During the fall of 2011, just months into the first year of formal implementation of
the new teacher evaluation system, legislators had received so much feedback
from parents, teachers, superintendents, and school boards that legislators urged
the state department of education to recommend immediate relief for school
districts to the state board of education, allowing “principals to conduct two of the
required observations in succession, and thereby hold only one pre- and postconference meeting for the combined observation. This will streamline the
process and give greater scheduling flexibility to both teachers and principals”
(TNDOE, 2011). TNDOE Commissioner Kevin Huffman, in proposing the change
to the evaluation system, asserted that the TNDOE would continue to accept and
respond to feedback from educators in order to strengthen the evaluation system.
As McDonnell (2009) asserts, the reaction of stakeholders can extend or
inhibit the life of the policy. A major concern raised by the superintendents was
the fidelity of the implementation both in general and specifically in regards to
non-tested subjects, which was not addressed in the 2012 legislative session.
One superintendent comments that the implementation process caused concern
because of the potential of biased results:
Yeah, and it's not about the evaluation model. It's the way it's been
implemented, and that's where people start having a breakdown. And I'm
afraid that when they start looking at fidelity of implementation, particularly
looking at teacher effect scores and how that is playing out that it's really
going to be skewed because of the way that it was placed out there.
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The same superintendent later in the interview discusses the fidelity of the
evaluation measures themselves:
Well the model itself, implemented with fidelity as far as looking at in the
elements that are built into the rubric, it's very effective. But when we start
tying it to teacher effect data, looking at value added, that's where it
becomes very limiting because we have such a few… such a sliver of
teachers that are… that we can make a comparison as far as how their
evaluation looks compared to what their teacher effect scores look. We
have got a large number of teachers that have no teacher effect, so we
have no correlation base to look to see if that is a true measure.
The greatest area of concern that both the superintendents and the
legislators highlight is the issue of how to measure teachers who are not teaching
a tested subject or grade level. As one superintendent bluntly states:
I mean, that's everybody. I mean, that's you know, roughly 60% of our
teachers are teaching -- you're not going to have that data and you're
having these school data or, you know, then your achievement measures
some other way. That to me it's not measuring truly your effectiveness when
you don't have a way of, you know, of a pre and a post and, you know, endof-course assessment where you can gauge student growth.
As second superintendent discusses the same issue and raises the point of
some teacher relying on school-wide data who may not be effective teachers at
all:
They're going to be relying on how well the school does. And so you have
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got some teachers, and excuse the term, but you can have some teachers
that are absolute slugs. They can do nothing but can really have good
scores, I guess because of the stellar teachers, you know, have a strong
English department, a strong math department, whatever, that are really
knocking the top off… they're going to get rewarded just as much as those
teachers, and they have done nothing. That's one of the kinks in the plan.
We've got to figure that out. That's not just here. That's across the state.
A third superintendent compares the evaluation system to the corporate world
where modifications in the measures would address differences in the job:
I think that they have got to get the question answered about the non-tested
subjects… I think that they probably should do that in my view like they do
in corporate America. If there's no way to judge that, it doesn't need to be
part of your scoring. I don't think that basing it on school wide data in my
view is the right thing to do at this point. I mean… you could change your
weights, for instance, for you. I mean, you're -- there would be ways of you
could take 40%, make it 80% if you need to do on your qualitative if you had
to. I think until they resolve that issue, then my view that's the way that they
-- they should do it.
Like the superintendents, the legislators all raise the issue of how to measure the
effectiveness of teachers in non-tested areas. One superintendent cautions that
just because there are some details to be worked out, the ultimate result is worth
the discomfort:
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I think the State is working on coming up with tests, especially for subjects,
you know, when you get to a counselor, how do you do that? It's just going
to have to be a work-in progress, and you don't want to let the
imperfections keep you from doing other things. You don't use it as an
excuse, well, we don't have it so throw the whole thing out.
Another legislator states that while the tests are being developed, which will
eventually reach most teachers that decisions will have to be made about some
positions that do have a school-wide impact:
What you will find is rather quickly you can reduce that 50 down to 35 and
then a little slower down to 25 and then pretty soon you will probably get
down to about 5% of the teachers like librarians and stuff that it is like,
okay, to come up with some kind of test, you know, for kids to do --It's
probably not worth it. It's probably better to say the librarian works with the
whole school, and so the whole school's grade should affect them. It's one
of those things where you just have to say this is the way it is, and so you
need to decide do you want to be the librarian. If you don't like the way
you're going to be scored and stuff, then, you know, try to get into a
classroom or something. And then those who say, look, I love being a
librarian and if I will never rise above a 3 because of the way the system is,
you know, that's okay.
In the spring of 2012, when the legislature reconvened, legislators filed a
flurry of bills based on the feedback received from constituents and constituent
groups to remedy some of the issues raised during the implementation process
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(Appendix H). Once again, many of these bills focused on streamlining the
evaluation process, adjusted the criteria to include “meeting expectations” as
being an adequate teacher, or recommended postponing the use of the
effectiveness measures for teacher retention decisions or tenure. Several other
bills recommended committees to evaluate and assess the implementation and
the fidelity of the teacher evaluation process. Of the 23 bills filed, only three
passed into law. None of the three bills that passed addressed changing the
tenets of the evaluation measures but rather focused on how the data is made
available and how it could be used.
Next Generation Policies stemming from Teacher Effectiveness Measures
With the idea of reform and evaluation the discussion of how to report the
teacher evaluation scores naturally follows. Earlier this year, media outlets and
educational reform groups pressured the Tennessee Department of Education to
release teacher evaluation scores by teacher and by school. Subsequent
legislation kept the individual teacher effect scores private while reporting the
school scores.
The superintendents were split on the issue of making teacher
effectiveness scores publicly available. One superintendent comments that the
whole process has been unsettling and teachers and schools need time to
adjust:
I have real issue with making individual scores available. One, there are a
lot of factors that go into that number, and I think teachers have had to
adjust to a lot the last year or two with the reform, and I don't think that
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that's necessarily a bad thing. But I think we were drinking out of a fire
hose for a period of time, and it's starting to calm down. But we now have
teachers, you know, who are really reflecting. They're looking at the
indicators. They're working to improve, and we are having the right
conversations and collaborative conversations.
All of the superintendents expressed the concern of publishing the individual
teacher effect data due to the teachers teaching non-tested subject who rely on
whole school scores. One superintendent expresses the need for a “level playing
field” before publishing scores:
Publicly available, I'm not for making the evaluation scores publicly
available until they get to the part about non-tested subjects straight… But,
you know, until they get everything common to every educator, where
they're all judged the same way, every school, every state, then I don't want
it made public.
Two superintendents on different sides of the score publishing debate both raise
the issue of lack of public understanding of what the teacher effectiveness score
means and how it could impact the school environment. The first superintendent
advocates for the publishing of aggregated school scores but comments that the
public fails to take into account the other factors that could impact teacher
effectiveness:
We should not report it by teacher. We should report it by school…
parents and community members do not have the expertise of knowing
what they're seeing. They don't take into account demographics. They
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don't take into account student mobility. There's so many variables that
could impact that, you know, and again not to say that we are trying to
protect poor teachers because we have a mechanism there, but the
general public does not understand. But I firmly believe that we need to
print the school scores. that would mean something to parents. But the
idea that we sit there and we print teachers’ scores and then you get into
where parents would demand that, well, my child is not going to have that
teacher. This is the bad teacher. Well, we can't do that.
Another superintendent, who does not desire for scores to be publically made
available, shares the potential ramifications for a rural school district:
I just think if you start publishing that, a lot of folks don't understand what
that score means. And in a small district … you're going to have a teacher
who sees a published report and a teacher might have a 2 rating because
of the effect of the school because they don't own their own scores, and… a
parent is going to come and say, I want my child to have a level 5 teacher.
That's Ms. So-and-so, Ms. So-and-so, Ms. So-and-so and, you know, we
have anywhere from 13 to 18 teachers per grade level. Yeah, you know,
and that can't happen. So I think that's the real challenge there.
The legislators were split on the question of whether teacher effectiveness
scores should be made publicly available. One legislator, who shares the
concerns expressed by the superintendents of ensuring equality of measurement
for all teachers and educating the public regarding what the scores means,
shares his perception:
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So I don't think -- until we get it—we are never going to get it a hundred
percent, but I think until we get it to the place where we feel like, okay, this
is how it's going to be, it's not fair to put those scores out. And then,
second of all, we have got to figure out exactly how you -- you know, what
you share with the public when you -- you talk about scores, do you just -you know, do you take the whole evaluation process, written comments
and all and release it? Do you just go out and say this teacher is a 3 or
this teacher is a 4? And then do you -- you know, how does the public -what is their perception, oh, my -- you know, my son's teacher is a 3. You
know, that is horrible. Well, we know that a 3 is where most of the
teachers are going to fall in the bell curve. So you want to make sure
people have the right perception. So, you know, when you do decide to
release it, there's going to be a lot of thought that has to go into how much
do we release, one number or the whole thing? So right now we are not
ready to do that. I don't think we are doing anybody a service doing it now.
But, you know, say four or five years from now, it may be something to do.
Another legislator, who supports reporting student achievement data by school
but not individual teacher feels:
We don't have -- we have broken down the ACT's to the high school. We
have broken down end of course in biology and, you know, some of that is
beginning to develop but I am not interested – because if the primary
purpose is professional development, then I don't need the release. If we
want to change the philosophy and say our primary purpose is not
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professional development, then that comes into play for the individual
release. The focus is professional development first and second is to allow
the data into the evaluation.
The FTTT initiative opened the legislative floodgates to other educational
reform efforts. Perhaps the largest and most controversial educational reform
measure in Tennessee after the FTTT initiative was the change in teacher tenure
laws to align with evaluation scores which were based on measures of student
achievement and teacher effectiveness. Both the legislators and the
superintendents, surprisingly, state that the idea of tenure was an “antiquated”
one. As one superintendent states, there were already measures in place to deal
with ineffective teachers regardless of tenure status but again brings up the idea
that until everyone is being evaluated in the same way, perhaps the legislature
should have waited to amend the tenure laws:
Again, until they get everything resolved and we are playing on a level
playing field, no, I don't believe that is the case. Tenure is a misnomer.
There were ways if a teacher did something wrong or you need to get rid of
them, you know, the public perception is you couldn't get rid of them. Yes,
you could. I mean, you had to have your ducks in a row and get your things
together, and we have. It's not a fun process because you're dealing with
humans.
Likewise, superintendents question the presentation of the scale of 1-5 which
teacher effectiveness is rated and upon which tenure is based. One
superintendent comments:
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I think that – of course, the new tenure legislature requires them to be a
level 4 and level 5. Of course, 50% of that will be -- you know, take a
teacher who is in a school that is a level 1 or 2 school, 35% is -- they're not - they're going to have a hard time reaching that level 4 and level 5 for two
consecutive years. That's a challenge. I think -- I think one of the challenges
is that, you know, a 3 is at expectations. That's a solid teacher. Now, our
folks kind of said, well, that at expectations is a C. And, you know, my thing
is when you look at the rubric, a 3 is an A-, a 4 is an A, 5 is an A+ is the way
I sold it.
Another superintendent, who feels strongly about the abolishment of tenure,
states that the idea of due process should be maintained separate from the
teacher effectiveness measures.
Tenure needs just to go away altogether which is -- you know, the Governor
(Haslam) did try to do away with that. Tenure doesn't need to be factored
into any of this, which because it's apples and oranges. There's no basis on
it. I know that those that have tenure right now have been, you know,
grandfathered. But they could also lose it, you know, if they drop into the 1
to 2 range. But tenure is -- again that's that punitive hammer that is being
used, but tenure should have nothing -- absolutely nothing to look at -- to do
as far as when you start looking at achievement. And then using the
evaluation model to make that determination, they just need to do away with
it, period.
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From the legislators’ perspectives, they all view tenure as a means to protect bad
teachers. Previously, from the legislators’ standpoint, “tenure is not a process of
time in service.” As one legislator comments, because of tenure, poorly
performing teachers get shifted from school to school:
I think we have made reforms in tenure, but as long as you still have
tenure around, I think the schools call it pass the trash. Where you have
got the teacher you can't -- you know, they're not being effective. They
may even being harmful, but because of tenure they just get moved from
school to school. So right now tenure still has that effect. But hopefully that
will change as the new tenure laws come into effect.
Another legislator shares his perception that tenure allows teachers to just “go
through the motions”:
I would just as well do away with it. But I think it's one of those things
where if teachers, if they really value tenure for whatever reason, then
they may, you know, strive harder to get it and then, you know, once they
have it to keep it. That when, you know, they have been there for 25 years
and they just want to go through the motions, they run the risk of actually
losing tenure. And so that -- I think that kind of motivates them.
The legislature took steps during both the 2011 and 2012 legislative sessions to
reform tenure laws and to reframe the idea of tenure as a rolling timeframe that
was connected to performance on teacher evaluations.
Both superintendents and state legislators were asked about the feasibility
of performance pay measures to reward effective teachers, the idea of which was
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included in the FTTT legislation. While each person interviewed in both groups
expresses a desire for teachers to be paid more, all of the state legislators are
proponents of performance pay while the superintendents express caution in
implementing performance pay measures in their districts. One superintendent
suggests the effectiveness of both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards for teacher
performance, which brings back the idea of how the process of evaluations is
framed in the larger debate:
I'm split. First of all, I'm split because of sustainability and cost. There's a lot
of research out there that is pushing toward getting rid of the old standard
salary schedules. I believe -- this is old school too. First of all, I think all
teachers should be paid more. Okay. So if you start with that, yeah, I'm fine
with that (connecting teacher salary with teacher effectiveness). But I firmly
believe that teachers being recognized and celebrated and given the attaboys respond and will probably bear out more than just simply monetary
reward. I do. I mean, I have seen high school teachers get giddy over, you
know, a gift certificate or something. You do. I do too. I mean, that's just the
way it is. The intrinsic rewards to me are probably more meaningful.
Another superintendent shares that the timing was not ripe for a
performance pay model in the school district’s culture:
We have not crossed that line yet (performance pay), and I don't know that
we will right now just because I think we are to a point where our teachers
are really paying attention to the data and they're really starting to share
and collaborate and work together. And I think if we get to a point that we
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are paying some folks for performance and other folks -- I just -- our
culture is not there. I can't say that I'm totally opposed to it, and I wouldn't
ever, you know, share with the school board. But right now it's not
happening for us. I think every district is different there, but we are just not
ready.
While all superintendents mention that they have concerns about the long
term sustainability of performance pay measures, a third superintendent states
that while he would be open to the idea of performance pay, the lack of funding
or limited initial state and federal funding causes some hesitation about its utility:
The other thing that was also tied to it (FTTT) was performance pay for
teachers based on these evaluation models… but no funding to support it.
The thing that is really out there as far as district money that was placed
out there that was were some TIFF grants, but even within the
performance pay, there's no sustainability. And that made teachers
continue to be very suspect as far as why would you place it out there if
there's not a plan to support it.
Moreover, three of the state legislators expressed support for performance
pay measures; however, their ideas for why they supported the idea and what it
would look like differ. Several made comparisons to the business world, including
this superintendent who expresses caution due to budgetary constraints and that
with incentives for extra pay could come incentives to cheat the system:
I would have to really think that through. I mean, my initial reaction would
be, oh, yeah, sure. It's kind of like in the business world if you make more

114

sales, then you get more money. But, you know, with the achievement you
have got to make -- first of all, make sure that you don't have incentives
there for people to cheat. You know, that, hey, if we all go through this and
kind of help each other out, then, guess what, we all make a bunch of
money off of this. So you want to make sure that there's not an incentive
or an opportunity to inflate your scores for personal gain. I think you also
have to look at the reality of, you know, the budgets are set. You only
have so much money. And if you did have a school where all of a sudden
everybody got a thousand dollar pay raise, you know, how does that affect
the overall budget.
Another legislator shares that objective measures for performance pay in
important:
You know, what you come down to is – you just got this concern -- if you
tie it to student test scores, then you have something very objective. You
can say this person got the thousand dollars because they hit this mark
But, you know – I don't know if that's the best way to do it. But if you don't
do it that way, then people can say, well, they got the thousand dollars
because their uncle is the superintendent or, you know, is the state
representative for -- or something like that. So a lot of times we have to do
things very objective just because of that we are, you know, in the public
eye and people -- you know, the schools aren't going to go out of business.
If you make bad decisions on your -- how you're going to pay your
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employees in the private world, you go out of business. But with
government you don't.
Legislative bills regarding performance pay were filed during the 2013 legislative
session but did not pass into law, due to feedback from school boards who were
not fully ready to embrace performance pay initiatives. However, Governor
Haslam and the TNDOE recommended that school districts explore performance
pay initiatives.
Relationship of the Current Study to Commissioned Feedback
In December of 2011, Governor Haslam commissioned two studies to
gather feedback on the first year of the implementation of the teacher
effectiveness measures, one from the State Collaborative On Reforming
Education (SCORE) and one from the Tennessee Department of Education
(TNDOE). Both of these reports gathered feedback from a variety of sources in
multiple methods and were conducted simultaneously yet independent from each
other. Both of these reports analyzed the feedback and presented
recommendations for revising and refining the teacher evaluation process for the
following year. While neither of these reports specifically focused on the
perceptions of superintendents and legislators, both of these reports confirmed
several of the findings of this study.
The SCORE report represents data gathered from a wide variety of
stakeholders and employed many different methods of data collection. Founded
by former U.S. Senator Bill Frist, SCORE is a non-profit and non-partisan
educational advocacy research group. SCORE has been involved since the
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beginning stages of the data driven educational reform movement. In 2009, it
released a report entitled Roadmap to Success, which included a
recommendation that Tennessee “develop, pilot, and roll out a statewide teacher
effectiveness measure based on multiple measures including student
achievement gains and potentially principal evaluations, peer review and parent
and student surveys” (SCORE, 2009, p. 26). Based on a directive from Governor
Haslam, SCORE gathered feedback in nine roundtables throughout Tennessee,
surveyed teachers and principals, conducted personal interviews with
educational leaders responsible for overseeing the implementation of the teacher
evaluation initiative, and held sessions with teacher and principal networks. The
SCORE report (2012, pp. 4-5) and this study shared the same positive feedback
regarding the teacher evaluation system, including:


Educators have much clearer and more rigorous performance
expectations, along with an understanding of what constitutes effective
teaching



Educators are receiving more regular and specific feedback on their
performance



Clear expectations and regular feedback are leading to more selfreflection and collaboration among teachers



New kinds of conversations have been generated about the improvement
of instruction and outcomes for students
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The evaluation system has encouraged more intentional use of student
data by individual teachers and has driven school-wide collaboration
around student growth

Likewise, the feedback received by SCORE regarding the challenges and
concerns echo the findings of this study, specifically:


Approximately two-thirds of teachers do not have individual value-added
student growth data for their grades and subjects. For these teachers,
35% of their evaluation is not directly tied to their own individual
performance.



Educators feel that balancing the evaluation system with existing
responsibilities is a challenge for administrators

Based on the positive and negative feedback, SCORE (2012) developed a
set of seven recommendations which focuses on providing meaningful feedback
to teachers and encouraging individualized professional development. One of the
recommendations mirrored the idea posed by the superintendent group to
address the problem of quantitative measures for non-tested teachers. SCORE
recommended providing those teachers with the option of increasing the value of
the qualitative measure until such time as more specific quantitative measures
could be determined (2012, p. 6). The SCORE report provides a comprehensive
and broad based review of the implementation of the teacher effectiveness
measures, and remains a strong advocate of connecting student achievement
data to teacher effectiveness measures.
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Moreover, the TNDOE’s report on the first year of implementation took into
account the SCORE report’s feedback, a survey conducted by the Tennessee
Consortium on Research, Evaluation and Development as well as the teacher
observation data and student achievement data reported to the state. The
themes raised by these studies largely support the themes raised by the
researcher in the current study. Based on the TNDOE’s study, they developed
recommendations for both the quantitative and qualitative portions of the teacher
effectiveness measures in order to address the concerns raised from the
research, including: more student assessments should be developed, when
appropriate, to allow more teachers to have individual growth data, non-tested
teachers who rely on school-wide scores should have that portion of their
evaluation reduced, and the qualitative rubric should be used holistically rather
than as a checklist. These, along with the other recommendations, were taken
into consideration by the TNDOE in the second year of implementation.
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Chapter 5
The Evolution of Teacher Effectiveness Measures
Introduction
Based on information gleaned from the respondents and the legislative
agenda prior to the time the researcher conducted the interviews, the focus of the
study shifts to focus on the next generation policies that stemmed from the
feedback legislators received. The issues that the participants identified and the
ideas they posed piqued the researcher’s interest in following the revision of the
teacher effectiveness policies in subsequent meetings of the legislators to
determine how the feedback that the educational powerbrokers in the legislature
gleaned from constituents bore out in the chaos of the policymaking arena.
During the subsequent two years after the interviews, 2013 and 2014, the
legislature chose to wrestle with the problem areas identified by the interview
respondents; however, due to a myriad of factors, not all of the problems
identified were taken up or resolved by the legislature. The findings and
subsequent discussion seek to answer the research question:
How does the framework of Kingdon’s policy streams reflect the evolution of
teacher effectiveness measures in Tennessee?
The findings and discussion in this chapter focus on the streams identified
by Kingdon’s work, the convergence of those streams, and the amendment of or
development of new policies regarding teacher effectiveness in Tennessee. The
researcher began gathering data generally focused on teacher evaluation
measures from a variety of different sources including: non-participant
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observation of the general legislative sessions of the state House and Senate,
texts of filed bills in the legislature, TNDOE reports concerning teacher
effectiveness initiatives, gubernatorial commissioned reports by SCORE, reports
from other Tennessee governmental offices such as the Comptroller of the
Treasury and the Secretary of State, traditional print and television media, and
“new” media sources including blogs and social media.
From the initial observations of the general sessions in House and Senate,
it became apparent to the researcher that most of the consensus building and
shaping of bills that reached the floor of both chambers had occurred before the
bills were put on the calendar for consideration by the full body of House and
Senate members. Since Kingdon’s theory focuses on the window when the three
policy streams converge, the researcher determined to shift the data collection to
the House education committee and the Senate education committee to observe
the processes of agenda setting and alternative specification in action. The
Tennessee General Assembly streams live and posts archival video of each
committee session, providing ready access for the researcher to better assess
the policymaking process. The researcher constructed a list of legislative bills
filed during each session of the 108th General Assembly and followed the
progression of each bill from introduction in committee to final passage or
dismissal, viewing both live streamed and archival videos of the Senate and
House education sub-committees and general committees as well as video from
the sessions of the House and Senate.
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The Legislative Landscape
In 2013, five total bills were filed regarding the teacher effectiveness
measures, of which two were codified into law and three failed to make it out of
the House sub-committee. A list of all legislation filed in 2013 regarding teacher
effectiveness can be found in Appendix I. The first bill that passed, Public
Chapter 105, (HB0150/SB0156) revised several tenets of the original teacher
evaluation measures regarding the use of TVAAS scores, teachers without
individual data, and the inclusion of special education students in teacher student
growth measures (Tenn. Code Ann. § 50-6-206(c)(1)(B)). The second bill that
passed, Public Chapter 369 (HB1112/1149), was an extension of the tenure
reform law passed in the previous session and required “reductions in force or
other dismissals of teacher and non-licensed LEA employees to be based on
evaluations of performance” and that “only those teachers rated in the three
highest categories, based on evaluations, to be placed on a reemployment list”
(Tenn. Code Ann. § 50-6-206(c)(1)(B)).
Of the bills that did not pass, one bill, proposed by a legislator who was
also a public educator, encouraged the adoption of an alternate teacher
evaluation system entitled “The Fair and Clear Teacher Evaluation System Act”
which required the use of pre-test/post-test model and reduced the use of
quantitative data in the evaluation matrix (HB0537/ SB0838). Another bill
proposed allowing local boards of education to adopt an alternate salary
schedule that did not take into consideration advanced degrees, length of service
or tenure in setting salary (HB0619/ SB0827). A third bill attempted to revise the
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new tenure law by allowing educators with a score of “meeting expectations” to
be granted tenure along with those teachers scoring “above expectations” and
“significantly above expectations” (HB1087/ SB1206).
In 2014, 17 total bills and one House Joint Resolution were filed, and six
of those bills were codified into law, five bills failed in House education subcommittee, five bills were withdrawn from consideration, one bill passed the
education committee but was never put on the calendar for a full House vote, and
one bill was never introduced in the education committee. A list of all legislation
filed in 2014 regarding teacher effectiveness can be found in Appendix J. The
legislation items codified into law included: a prohibition on the revocation of
teacher licensure based on TVAAS data (Public Chapter 0746; HB1375/
SB2240; Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-1-302(a)(5)(A); & Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-5108(c)), the authorization for LEAs to construct a salary schedule based on years
of experience and advanced degrees (Public Chapter 0742; HB1381/ SB1856;
Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-3-306(a)(1)), the allowance for teachers scoring
“significantly above expectations” to have license renewal requirements waived
(Public Chapter 0740; HB1758/ SB1813; Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-5-113), a
provision on number of days a student must attend school before their test
scores count as a part of teacher evaluation (Public Chapter 0873; HB1863/
SB2082; Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-1-606(a)), authorization for a teacher to select
the 15% achievement measure that best fits (Public Chapter 0885; HB2108/
SB2250; Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-1-302(d)(2)(B)(iii)), and a prohibition that teacher
evaluation scores be aligned with TVAAS scores (Public Chapter 0796; HB2264/
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SB2342; Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-1-302(d)(2)). The legislation that was proposed
but not passed included ideas such as: a revised “Fair and Clear Teacher
Evaluation System Act (HB1849/ SB1928), a proposal that teacher evaluation be
based on only students which they have taught (HB1543/SB1703 and HB1849/
SB1928), prohibition on use of results from tests based on Common Core State
Standards for teacher evaluation (HB2043/ SB2122 and HB2055/ SB2527),
exclusion of achievement data for teachers who supervised a student teacher
(HB2053/ SB2194), revision of the tenured teacher evaluations into three levels
instead of five (HB2054/ SB2195), a prohibition on release of student and
teacher data (HB2168/ SB1902), and several bills regarding the prohibition of
teacher licensure renewal or revocation based on test scores or evaluation
measures (HB2056/ SB2416; HB2084/ SB2371; and HB2263/ SB2047).
The specificity of many of the proposed legislative efforts leads the
researcher to contend that legislators crafted many of these bills based on
feedback from constituents, ideas they had to solve the perceived problems of
the existing laws, or reaction to Governor Haslam’s and the TNDOE’s proposed
education agenda. Each year, Governor Haslam proposed a legislative package
composed of bills that he feels best suit his agenda, and he asked legislative
leaders in the House and Senate to carry these bills through the legislative
process. During committee hearings, the legislative representative presenting the
bill would often begin their introduction with “this is an administration bill” or “this
is a part of the Governor’s legislative passage” seemingly cuing the committee
members that this bill was a part of the gubernatorial agenda. Likewise, the
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presenting legislators would refer the committee’s questions to a member of the
Governor’s staff or the TNDOE who was present in the audience when the bill
was presented. After a thorough examination of all legislation proposed regarding
teacher effectiveness in the 108th General Assembly, the researcher chose to
focus this section of the discussion on issues that both legislators and
superintendents identified as areas where legislation needed to be drafted based
on feedback from constituents: effectiveness scores for non-tested subject areas,
and connecting teacher effectiveness scores to teacher pay scales.
Gauging Effectiveness of Non-Tested Teachers
As previously discussed, the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model
(TEAM) evaluates teachers based on 50% qualitative measures, such as
observations of teaching, and 50% quantitative measures (TNDOE, 2013a). The
50% quantitative measures are further portioned into sectors of 35% student
growth measures and 15% student achievement measures. Educators who teach
classes with TCAP or and End of Course exam must use the aggregate of their
TVAAS scores as 35% of their overall evaluation. The 15% student achievement
measures are selected from a “menu of options” including TCAP achievement,
School-wide TVAAS scores, ACT/SAT average, National/ State-used “off the
shelf” tests, AP/IB/NIC tests, or graduation rate (TNDOE, 2013a).
From the initial development of the TEAM model, the TNDOE grappled
with how to effectively evaluate teacher effectiveness for teachers who do not
currently have TVAAS data from TCAP or End of Course tests. Approximately
70% of Tennessee teachers teach non-tested subjects such as: K-3 grades; fine
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arts; world languages; physical education; career and technical education;
advanced mathematics including geometry, trigonometry, calculus, and statistics;
advanced sciences including physics and environmental science; social studies
including world geography, government, economics, psychology, sociology, and
personal finance; librarians and media specialists; and school counselors
(Roberts, 2013). During the development process in 2011, groups of teachers
representing non-tested areas met in Nashville to identify and develop proposals
for alternative growth measures for those in non-tested areas. However, due to
the pressure to implement a system to comply with the Race to the Top grant
tenets, these initial alternative growth measures were either rejected by the
consulting firm aiding the development process or sent back to the committees
for further development.
During the first year of implementation in 2011-12, all non-tested teachers
relied on “whole-school” measures for the 50% quantitative measures for both
student growth and student achievement (Roberts, 2013). A New York Times
(2011) article captured the reaction of Tennessee’s teachers through anecdotes
such as:
So Emily Mitchell, a first-grade teacher at David York Elementary, will be
evaluated using the school’s fifth-grade writing scores. “How stupid is
that?” said Michelle Pheneger, who teaches ACT math prep at Blackman
High and is also being evaluated in part based on writing scores. “My job
can be at risk, and I’m not even being evaluated by my own work.”
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The article further described the evaluation measures of these Tennessee
teachers akin to placing bets in Las Vegas.
Problem stream. Based on the interview responses, it becomes apparent
that the powerbrokers on the Senate and House education committee recognized
that non-tested teachers being required to use whole-school scores as the 50%
quantitative measures was a problem. Outside of the feedback the legislators
had received directly from constituents, both the TNDOE and SCORE reports on
the first year of implementation raised the issue of non-tested teachers and
recommended that action be taken to make the evaluations of non-tested
teachers more accurately reflect the performance of those teachers.
Political stream. While the public outcry demanded action, the legislators
had to tackle what revisions could be made to the teacher effectiveness
legislation while maintaining the intent and integrity of the teacher evaluation
measures in order to comply with the Race to the Top grant money. Having faced
tough questions from constituents during the previous fall’s election season,
legislators remained committed to advancing an educational reform agenda, as
the Republicans had strengthened from a majority in both houses to a super
majority in both houses of the legislature, which created more momentum for
reform but also provided opportunity for alternative specification among the
Republican ranks. In the executive branch, Governor Haslam and Commissioner
Huffman, based on both the recommendations in the TNDOE report and
commissioned SCORE report, staunchly defended the rising criticisms of the
evaluation system and attempted to placate the public and special interest
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groups with the idea that the evaluation system continued to be a work in
progress (Sawchuk, 2012). Tension began to build both within the Republican
caucus itself and between the executive and legislative branches regarding how
far to push the education reform agenda and how to best respond to the
concerns of both educators and the public.
Policy Stream. Legislators, the Governor’s administration, think tanks like
SCORE and special interest groups such as the Tennessee Education
Association (TEA) all attempted to formulate and influence the decision agenda.
Commissioner Huffman and the TNDOE recommended continued work on
alternative growth measures for non-tested teachers in ways that may not
necessarily include more testing:
… it will seek to include more teachers in individual growth measures,
partly by drawing on the work of groups of teachers who have worked to
develop alternative measures in subjects like fine arts and physical
science. While the development of additional measures may result in
some more standardized tests in other subjects, "we are definitely not
trying to come up with an individual assessment for every subject and
situation," in the mold of Florida's Hillsborough County district, Huffman
said. (Sawchuk, 2012)
Huffman also advocated keeping some measure of school-wide growth and
achievement measure based on recorded feedback from principals that the
school-wide measures increased cross curricular collaboration in schools
(Sawchuk, 2012).
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As the 2013 legislative session began, the window opened for
policymakers to enact changes to the teacher effectiveness legislation based on
the feedback gleaned by the TNDOE and SCORE and public outcry. On January
28,13, Representative Gerald McCormick and Senate Majority Leader Mark
Norris filed HB0150/SB0156 which proposed the following changes to the
teacher effectiveness legislation:


If a teacher’s growth data meets a certain attainment level, it may be used
as the total quantitative portion of evaluation at the discretion of the
individual



If the teacher’s TVAAS scores reflect achievement “above expectations”
or “significantly above expectations” the data may, at the discretion of LEA
and request of the teacher, serve as 100% of the evaluation score



Teachers without access to individual data representative of student
growth, 40% of the evaluation criteria would be comprised of student
achievement data, with 25% of that based on student growth data under
TVAAS or some other measure if TVAAS data is not available



Removes provision that special education students may not be used as a
part of teacher’s value added assessment for evaluation purposes
(McCormick & Norris, 2013).

The sponsors and co-sponsors of this bill carried the bill through the legislative
process at the request of the governor’s administration.
Other legislators were also involved in the policy stream, advocating ideas
for amending the current legislation to better evaluate non-tested teachers and
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perhaps to move away from the current system altogether. On January 31, 2013,
Representative Jim Coley of Bartlett and Senator Bill Ketron of Murfreesboro, two
Republicans, filed the "Fair and Clear Teacher Evaluation System Act" (HB0537/
SB0838). This bill required that teacher’s evaluation be based on own work with
own students rather than school wide data. Using a pre-test/ post-test model in
each course, the bill would measure teachers based on students in the particular
course they taught. The bill also advocated the reduction of the use of data used
in determining a teacher’s overall effectiveness ratings. This legislation was
drafted by the TEA legislative team and called for the fundamental revision of the
teacher evaluation measures. Obviously, the TEA could not file the legislation as
an organization, so it sought like-minded legislators in Coley, a public school
teacher and legislator, and Ketron to carry the legislation through the House and
Senate (Tennessee Education Association, 2013).
Convergence of streams: structuring the decision agenda. Both
HB0150/ SB0156 and HB0537/ SB0838 began the vetting process through the
House committee structure and after introduction in the House Education
Committee were sent to the House Education Sub-Committee for vetting and
discussion whether to recommend back to the full Education Committee and then
to the House Floor. The Senate versions of the bills were on hold in the Senate
Education Committee until the after the House determined the merits of the bills.
On March 5, 2013, the House Sub-Committee discussed HB0150/
SB0156, the “administration” bill, which was introduced by co-sponsor Rep. John
Forgety as a result of a resolution in the 2012 legislative session:
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HB0150 is an Administration bill. It is brought at the result of HJR 520 that
we passed last year having to do with the Tennessee Educator Evaluation
Model or the teacher evaluation process. For those of you who were here
last year you may remember HJR 520 compelled the Department (of
Education) and SCORE to conduct a number of meetings and town hall
type meetings and electronic surveys from all the stakeholders across the
state of Tennessee. The department was very diligent in executing about
70, 000 electronic surveys to teachers, principals, superintendents and
school board members and parents… and SCORE did as well. HB0150 is
the result of the responses they got from the town hall meetings and
surveys.
As Representative Forgety explained the tenets of the bill, he included details
explaining to the committee how the bill addressed the feedback received and
recommendations made by the TNDOE and SCORE:
It changes the weighted factor involved in the TEAM model. Currently, a
teacher is evaluated 50% observation, 35% TVAAS data and 15% is
somewhat negotiable. The first portion of the bill changes that weighting to
60% based on that observation, 25% on TVAAS or growth data. Reason
that it changes is 36-27% of teachers have TVAAS data. The vast majority
of teachers do not. So their TVAAS composite comes from the school
wide score. This favors teachers who do not have an individual TVAAS
score.
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After Representative Fogerty’s presentation of the bill, the House Education SubCommittee Chairman Mark White, received a motion and a second from the subcommittee to open the floor to the committee for discussions, questions and
amendments. In the awkward silence that followed, Representative Forgety
turned to the audience and asked Dr. Earhart from the TNDOE if he explained it
adequately, and she nodded in assent. The question was called, and the bill
passed unanimously out of the committee. In the following week, the bill passed
out of the House Education committee with no discussion other than that it was
an “administration bill”, was approved and sent to the House Floor with no
discussion, where it passed 96-0 and was sent to the Senate.
On March 21, 2013, Senate Majority Leader Norris introduced the
companion bill SB0156 to the Senate Education Committee. He echoed the
same “administration bill” language in his introduction:
I am humbled to presenting this on behalf of the administration for a
couple of reasons. One, is because of the effort that has gone into this by
our teachers. Two, because there are those of you on this committee and
in the audience who have actually worked very hard on the evaluation
system and have in fact have probably forgotten things about it that I may
never know. But I am free to acknowledge those have studied this over
the past year… those at SCORE, the administration, individual teachers
and others to really take an honest look at what, if anything, needs to be
done to make adjustments to the evaluation system that we previously
adopted.
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Once Senator Norris presented the bill, it quickly received a motion and a second,
which opened the floor to discussion. Senator Hensley rose to make the following
comment:
It is a very good bill. Ones of us that have been here for a while know
some of the issues with the teacher evaluation system and certainly have
heard from many, many teachers and so we have tried to make some
changes that would make it more efficient and easier, less time consuming
and fair for the teachers [sic].
After some questions about tenets of the bill not germane to this discussion
between legislators and a TNDOE representative, Mr. Smith, Senator Norris
closed his presentation with “We are all really impressed with what our teachers
are doing. We do not want to hinder them in any way.” The bill passed out of the
Senate Education Committee, was passed on the Senate Floor a week later with
no discussion, and became law on April 17, 2013.
The same week that HB0150/SB0156 was being passed by the Senate
and sent to Governor Haslam for his signature, the House Education SubCommittee heard HB0537 presented by Rep. Jim Coley, after the bill had been
deferred and rolled the agenda for the previous two meetings of the committee
(Coley & Ketron, 2013).
On March 26, 2013 in the committee hearing, Representative Coley
explained the crux of the bill in this way:
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Purpose of the bill is if you give a post test in a content area, at the
beginning of the year or semester you are offered a pre-test so that the
teacher at the beginning of the year you have a benchmark to begin from
so you know what the students know at a particular point in time so that
you can trace it linearly through the course of the year. This would be
used in lieu of TVAAS.
House Education Sub-Committee Chairman Mark White, looking confused,
quickly interrupts with the question, “What are we doing that we do not have in
place with the TNDOE? To which, Representative Coley responds: “TVAAS does
not have a pretest. It is much simpler for teachers to understand a pre-test posttest way of assessment than to understand the TVAAS assessment method.”
Chairman White calls Mr. Steven Smith from TNDOE to the podium to add
to the discussion of the bill. Mr. Smith is adamant and dismissive in his response
to the bill:
We are opposed to this legislation. I would point out that this is a complete
revamp of our evaluation system. It completely undoes what we have
done. We currently base our system on the TVAAS model, which is
nationally recognized and frankly is the envy of the rest of the country. We
have many states that are moving to these models. In TN we have more
data than any other state in the country. It dates back to 1992. It’s much
more reliable and valid system than a pre-test and post-test, because we
can look at thousands and thousands and thousands of pieces of data…
and we have our experts from the Department here that can get into much
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more detail on this, and it would be helpful for the committee to hear from
them… but one thing to understand about the pre-test in what is being
proposed is that the pre-test is testing students on material they have not
learned yet. With the TVAAS model you do not have to have a pretest and
a post-test you are measuring growth over the course of the year. You are
using data from the previous year but you are also using again all of the
students’ data from all of his/her years in schools and teachers and
students from throughout the state. Granted this stuff gets confusing, but
those would be our concerns and we certainly feel like the model we have
in place is the best model provides greater reliability and much more
protection for teachers.
Representative Forgety, who had presented the “administrative bill” addressing
the issue of non-tested teachers, contributes to the discussion and asks Mr.
Smith a question to clarify understanding of the present TVAAS data system for
the committee:
Mr. Smith if you would, and I understand and appreciate Rep. Coley’s
interest in simplifying the process…however The TVAAS system does
indeed have a benchmark year and a finish year where you can indeed go
from year to year and measure in a pretest posttest type scenario. I have
not always been a big fan of Race to the Top, I am a big fan of the $510
million by the way, definitely a big fan of that. When we filed for that grant,
how would an issue like this affect it? Because I would in no way be for
giving the money back…
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Mr. Smith responded with the following explanation of the Race to the Top
funding:
We did commit to using the model that we have in place in our RTTT
application and in our waiver from NCLB. But it would be very difficult for
me to forecast for the Federal government would or would not do if we
went to some other model like Rep Coley’s proposed model. I don’t want
to stand here and give you a definitive answer one way or another but it is
an important point that in the Fiscal review committee and on the fiscal
note they did point out that possibility… that we potentially could lose
federal funds if we did divert from the model that we currently have in
place.
Representative Coley quickly interjects:
I did vote for RTT and one of the things that Mr. Smith can respond to this
maybe he has some inside knowledge that I am not aware of, one of the
criteria that was used in pursuit of the money for RTTT is that we were
supposed to use all of the longitudinal data that was from Lamar
Alexander’s administration on and how that has been used in formulating
whatever policies we have developed I am unaware of and if it has been
used it had not been explained to the legislature. If I had to vote for it
again, I do not know if I would vote for it, and I did vote for it.
Representative Pitts, who was waiting patiently while the previous discussion
ensued, makes reference to the “administration bill” in light of the current
discussion:

136

Mr. Smith, we have all read the story we know how it ends on this bill, and
I was glad to hear that there has been some positive discussions with the
sponsor of this bill on this matter and evaluations over all but we still have
teachers who are evaluated on scores of students who never darken the
door of their classrooms and we have teachers that are not in tested areas
that have evaluations based on scores in their building, and we have had
some modifications on that thanks to Chairman Forgety to that system, but
I think it still deserves continued conversation because I think the idea has
merit, just because every teacher gets a pre-test post-test based on what
they provide to the kids I am not saying that we need to scrap this whole
thing, I think we need to continue this conversation and not retreat and I
appreciate you all spending some time on with the sponsor of this bill on
this matter.
Representative Forgety responds with a clarification about the administration bill,
which was on its way to the Senate, “Incidentally HB0150 does indeed provide
for continued conversation and solicitation of opinion and teacher input and
stakeholder input, and I appreciate you mentioning that, and it does indeed
include room for flexible interaction.” At this point, Chairman White calls for any
further discussion, and seeing none, calls for the vote. The bill failed for a lack of
majority.
It seems apparent through the discussion of Representative Coley’s bill,
which proposed alternatives to the current system, that the committee
determined it had addressed the issue of non-tested teachers sufficiently with the
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administration bill. With the convergence of the policy and politics streams and
based on the sense of urgency created by the problem stream, the administration
bill had quickly proceeded to passage without much discussion due to the clear
delineation of how it reflected consideration of the feedback of constituents
based on the recommendations of TNDOE and the policy entrepreneurs at
SCORE. The administration bill also preserved the integrity of the RTTT grant
proposal funding and the educational reform agenda while making some
concessions to satiate the outcry of the public.
Political fallout. While HB0150/SB0156 addressed the issue of nontested teachers by reducing the percentage of the evaluation score that came
from whole-school measures, it failed to solve the problem of inequity with
regards to some teachers being evaluated on TVAAS growth measures while the
majority of other teachers were not evaluated according to individual growth
measures. However, an unanticipated “tilt effect” in the policy stream resulted.
Henry (2007) describes a tilt effect occurring “when problems can be connected
with alternative solutions and the solutions themselves are not perceived as ‘too
new’ or radical” (p. 290). Groups of non-tested teachers in local districts began to
develop, pilot, and advocate for alternative growth measures through the TNDOE
(TNDOE, 2014). Thus teachers came up with solutions to address the problem of
non-tested subject areas through the TNDOE that did not require new legislation
or legislative approval.

138

Pay for Performance Initiatives
While the legislators had received an overwhelming amount of feedback
regarding the issue of non-tested teachers and clear direction from the
recommendations of the TNDOE and SCORE regarding how to amend the
evaluation measures through legislation, the legislators’ and superintendents’
comments about feedback regarding performance pay, also called strategic
compensation, were more theoretical in nature and based on their experiences in
their own districts and their personal thoughts and values. Superintendents
interviewed in this study were either in the early years of implementing a
performance pay initiative, some were interested in the idea but were cautious
because of the myriad number of reforms spilling out of the RTTT grant, and
others were not really interested in pursuing strategic compensation initiatives
due to the culture of their districts. Perhaps at the time the researcher conducted
the interviews in the summer of 2012, the idea of performance pay was not yet
ripe for discussion in the legislative arena, but in the following year, the question
of how to reward the teachers who earned high scores and more evenly
distribute them across the state began to move to the forefront of the political
agenda.
Problem stream. Tennessee’s First to the Top priorities (2010) under the
RTTT goal “supporting and developing great teachers and leaders” include these
objectives:


Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals



Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance
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Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals

In order to sustain these objectives, Tennessee had to find a way to reward
highly effective teachers based upon the evaluation system that tied student
performance to teacher effectiveness. Likewise, it had to develop incentives for
highly effective teachers to choose to teach at lower performing schools in order
to increase student achievement across the board.
Currently Tennessee law requires the Commissioner of Education to set a
state salary schedule each year that is approved by the State Board of Education.
This salary matrix includes factors for training (such as degrees earned) and
experience (years of service). Based on this matrix, LEAs adopt a salary
schedule for personnel based on the state funding and often supplemented from
local funds (Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-3- 306).
A perceived problem raised by the Haslam administration and bolstered
by the support of special interests groups like Batelle for Kids, who helped design
the FTTT grant proposal and Stand for Children is that long-tenured teachers are
paid more but not necessarily highly effective and are disproportionally using up
limited salary funds. Likewise, it is difficult to attract highly effective teachers to
teach at low performing schools. With limited resources, it became a priority to
reallocate salary resources to reward high performing teachers and to use
incentives to draw those teachers to underserved schools, regardless of seniority
or degree attainment (State of Tennessee, 2012).
Political stream. Public Chapter 376 (2007), Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-3306(h) already allowed LEAs to offer differentiated pay scales based on their own
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priorities. The FTTT grant provided funding through the Innovation Acceleration
Fund (IAF) for local districts to develop and implement alternative salary
schedules based on the strategic compensation model that “encourages and
rewards educators for contribution to student learning, evidence of professional
skill, ongoing professional learning, contribution to ongoing school development,
and evidence of professional leadership” (TNDOE, 2014a). During the 2011-12
school year, four LEAs, Johnson County, Putnam County, Trousdale County, and
Lexington City, developed and implemented performance pay for teachers who
wished to participate (Wesson, 2013).
On January 10, 2012, Governor Haslam held a press conference setting
forth his legislative priorities for the year, and he mentioned developing a
statewide performance pay plan for educators as a top priority; however, there
were no bills filed in the legislature codifying this initiative in 2012 (State of
Tennessee, 2012). The following year, on January 13, 2013, HB0619/ SB0827
was filed by Representative Glen Casada and Senate Education Chairman
Delores Gresham on behalf of the Haslam administration. The summary of the
bill included the following provisions:


Requires each local board of education (local board) to adopt a salary
schedule for paying all school employees hired before May 1, 2014.
Instructional personnel hired before May 1, 2014, may opt into such
schedule. Any employee who opts into such schedule may not return to
the schedule adopted by the local board before May 1, 2014 (the
grandfathered salary schedule). A grandfathered salary schedule must be
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based on the salary schedule in effect for the 2013-2014 school year, and
may include no more than a 5% increase to adjust for cost of living.


A local board may not use advanced degrees in setting salary,
adjustments or supplements for instructional personnel hired on or after
May 1, 2014, unless the advanced degree is in the individual's area of
certification. A local board may not use the length of service or tenure of
any instructional personnel hired on or after May 1, 2014, for the purposes
of setting salary, adjustments, or supplements.

There is no record of any action, discussion or vote on this bill at the House
Education Sub-committee level, having been placed on the agenda on February
6, 2013. Thus, this bill never made it to the Education Committee or the House or
Senate Floor. It was opposed and thus ignored by both houses of the General
Assembly, causing Governor Haslam to pull the bill citing opposition from within
his own party (Locker, 2013).
On April 13, 2013, TNDOE Commissioner Huffman proposes
Differentiated Pay Plan guidelines to Tennessee Board of Education. The
guidelines, citing Public Chapter 376 (2007), Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-3- 306(h),
required each LEA to “develop, adopt, and implement a differentiated pay plan
under the guidelines established by the State board of Education in staffing hard
to staff subject areas and schools and in hiring and retaining highly qualified
teachers.” (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2013). The guidelines
document suggested that, based on a recent review of the 2007 law,
differentiated pay had not been fully implemented by the state or by local districts.
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As such, the TNDOE’s state-level differentiated pay proposal was developed in
order to be in compliance with the directives of the legislature and the state board.
In essence, the TNDOE used a law passed six years prior, under a Democraticcontrolled state government, before RTTT had been conceived, to sidestep the
Republican legislature who had ignored the Haslam administration’s bill HB0619/
SB0827.
Policy stream. The push for a differentiated pay scale was not a new idea
in Tennessee. Two decades earlier, then-Governor Lamar Alexander signed into
law a career ladder program, which granted bonuses to teachers who went
above and beyond in professional development efforts and were evaluated as
outstanding. Due to the cost involved, Tennessee abandoned the career ladder
program in 1997, but it continued to pay the teachers who had earned the
distinction (Pipho, 1986).
The Offices of Research and Education Accountability (OREA) in the the
Tennessee Office of the Comptroller released a report on trends in teacher
compensation in January, 2013 (Wesson, 2013). The report provided a history
and an analysis of the merits of a variety of alternative salary plans versus the
traditional salary schedule currently in place in Tennessee. It also outlined the
development and implementation process of the four Tennessee school districts
that had developed strategic compensation plans with IAF money. In its
conclusion, it advocated for the restructuring of current salary schedules and the
adoption of alternative salary schedules as a more fiscally responsible option,
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and an even more attractive model than bonus model plans due to difficulties in
the budgeting process.
Special Interest groups such as SCORE and Students First added to the
policy conversation by publicizing reflections from school superintendents and
teachers who had positive experiences with strategic compensation initiatives
thus creating empathy in the public for the policy initiatives (Airhart, 2011; Rezos,
2013). Other groups, such as the TEA, calculated the new state salary scale’s
potential lost earnings over an educator’s career, stating that the “estimated that
over a 30-year career … the aggregate missed earnings is $69,025 for teachers
with master’s degrees, $145,960 for those with master’s plus 30 years, $200,705
for those with education specialist degrees and $319,855 for those with
doctorates” (Locker, 2013).
Convergence of streams: structuring the decision agenda. After
Haslam pulled the alternative salary schedule in February, 2013, he continued to
push the policy through the State Board of Education later that spring. Despite
outcry from legislators on both sides of the aisle, Governor Haslam and
Commissioner Huffman pushed the guidelines through the State Board of
Education on a 6-3 vote on Friday, June 31, 2013 on the third reading, in a room
packed with teachers who loudly groaned in disagreement. The differentiated pay
plan guidelines were to go into effect the 2014-15 academic year.
Governor Haslam’s cavalier approach to the implementation of the
Differentiated Pay Plan guidelines strained relationships between the legislative
and executive branches of government. The executive branch’s willingness to
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circumvent the legislative branch to advance Haslam’s educational reform
agenda by whatever means necessary at first appeared to be a Pyrrhic victory.
Although relationships were strained, Haslam’s administration was successful in
passing their strategic compensation policy in the short term.
Haslam’s victory proved to be short lived. In December, 2013,
Representative Forgety and Senator Crowe filed HB1381/ SB1856 which held
the following:


Authorizes LEAs to adopt a salary schedule that is identical in either
structure or designated salary levels or both to the salary schedule the
LEA had in place during the 2012-2013 school year, with such schedule
containing steps for each year of service up to and including 20 years and
for the attainment of advanced degrees at the level of masters, masters
plus 45 hours of graduate credit, specialist in education and doctor of
education or doctor of philosophy



The schedule may not result in the reduction of the salary of a teacher
employed by the LEA at the time of the adoption of the salary schedule.

The reactionary bill was presented in the House Education Sub-Committee on
March 19, 2014. Rep. Forgety presented the bill to the committee citing
Tennessee Small School Systems v. Mcwherter, a 2012 case which sought to
create more equitable teacher pay across the state of Tennessee and stating that
over the long term, Haslam’s differentiated pay plan would create more inequity
and open the state up for lawsuits. He also advocated for advanced degrees,
saying that he “disagreed adamantly” with the research put forth by the TNDOE
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that advanced degrees do not impact teacher performance. Based on his
research in his own district, the number of highly performing teachers with
advanced degrees significantly outnumbered highly performing teachers with
bachelor’s degrees “Almost 4 to 1.” He cited similar results from Monroe County,
McMinn County, Sweetwater City, Athens City, Knox County, and Hamilton
County. Forgety went on to show how Haslam’s performance pay initiative was
diametrically opposed to the Drive to 55 initiative which pushed for 55% of
Tennesseans to have an associate’s degree by the year 2025. In his words:
You cannot tell me that we need 55% of Tennesseans with an associate’s
degree on one side of the spectrum and we cannot pay a fourth grade
teacher with an Ed.S. on the other side. To me, those are polar opposites.
I would be hypocritical to tell you otherwise… because I was paid for
degrees up to a doctorate in a school system for 35 years.
Once the floor was opened to discussion on the bill, committee member
Representative Pitts chastised the Haslam administration’s handling of the policy
change: “The policy change that was adopted [by the State Board of Education]
was both dismissive of education and experience and was the equivalent of
getting bitten by your own dog… This bill corrects a wrong.” The bill passed on to
full Education committee, then on to the House floor, all three time unanimous
votes and sent the bill to the Senate.
In the Senate Education Committee, Senator Crowe points out that the bill
is a compromise after discussions between the TNDOE and the TEA.
Representatives from both the TNDOE and TEA spoke in the committee hearing.

146

Steven Smith, with the TNDOE, clarified the State Board of Education’s intent in
the differentiated pay plan guidelines by stating that the board did not intend to
“restrict a local district” from adopting a salary schedule with more frequent steps
or recognition for degrees. The Senate Education Committee passed the bill 6-3
and sent it to the Senate Floor where the bill passed 30-1.
A Confluence of Agendas Leads to Action
These two examples of policymaking viewed through the Kingdon
framework demonstrate the parallel yet non-linear policymaking process,
involving a variety of actors with fluid and ever-changing circumstances. While
the three streams are not always equal, the each play an important part in the
policymaking process. When the three streams reach a “boiling point” and
converge, a feasible solution emerges. In the non-tested teachers example,
everyone agreed something needed to be done, and the legislature took decisive
action based upon the policy recommendations of the TNDOE and SCORE.
While the solution was decisive, it turned out to be a stop-gap measure as it did
not truly solve the problem and left the door open for the bottom up reform of
alternative growth measure development. In contrast, in the example of the
performance pay initiative there were clear lines of opposing views that after
some political jockeying came to a consensus that allowed the will of the people
to prevail.
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Chapter 6
Summary, Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this qualitative case study was to understand how policy
decisions concerning teacher effectiveness measures are made and have since
evolved in Tennessee since the inception of the Race to the Top funding grant
proposal. First, at a micro level, the researcher explored the policy development
process through semi-structured interviews of key policymakers and
superintendents. Second, at a macro level, the researcher explored the
contextual flow of political streams evolution of teacher effectiveness measures
after Tennessee received Race to the Top funding.
A review of the pertinent literature showed that the nature of educational
policy is inherently political and often chaotic from the inception of the policy
through the implementation process. Many different forces and voices with their
own agenda sought to participate in the policymaking process so that the
resulting policy reflects and aligns with their values and beliefs. The push for
education reform at the federal level has provided Tennessee with the funding to
make major changes in the way teachers are evaluated and compensated under
the guise of raising student achievement.
A qualitative, inductive approach with descriptive methods of data
collection was used to give consideration to the following research questions:
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1. How did the feedback received by state legislators and
superintendents shape their perspectives on future teacher
effectiveness measures?
2. How does the framework of Kingdon’s policy streams reflect the
evolution of teacher effectiveness measures in Tennessee?
First, at a micro level, the researcher explored the policy development
process through the interviews of key policymakers and superintendents. Both of
these groups had representation on the initial Teacher Evaluation Advisory
Committee (TEAC) committee tasked with developing the initial measures, but
ultimately they also bore the brunt of the feedback from teachers, administrators
and the community during the first year of statewide implementation. The
perspectives of these two groups of stakeholders provided insight into the chaotic
nature of the process and the initial successes and challenges expressed. Using
framework of policy feedback (McDonnell, 2009), the researcher developed an
understanding of how the perspective of these two groups shaped the legislation
and policy that rose out of the challenges identified in the interviews. The
researcher utilized McDonnell’s policy feedback framework to analyze the
transcripts from interviews of four school superintendents and four state
legislators along with other primary sources to determine how feedback shaped
the policy implementation process.
Second, at a macro level, the researcher explored the contextual flow of
political streams evolution of teacher effectiveness measures after Tennessee
received Race to the Top funding. Utilizing the work of Kingdon (1996), each
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legislative session since the passage of the FTTT teacher effectiveness
measures has provided a “window” to develop and refine the decision agenda
regarding both the evaluation of effective teaching and how school systems can
leverage the data gathered by the annual evaluations to make hiring and
retention decisions. Since 2010, Tennessee has experienced three iterations of
this process, the “pilot” year that developed the measures, and the first two years
of the implementation of teacher evaluation measures (TNDOE, 2012). To
answer this research question, the researcher will analyze pertinent documents
including: agendas, videos, and transcripts from state legislative committee and
session meetings; text from state legislative bills that were unsuccessful and
those that were voted into law; internal (TNDOE) and external reports evaluating
the success and challenges of implementation; agendas and minutes of the
Tennessee Superintendent Study Committee (TSSC); and documents from the
TNDOE regarding the evolution of the teacher effectiveness initiative. The
researcher employed Kingdon’s policy streams framework to explore two
educational reform issues that stemmed from the results of the feedback
analyzed in the first part of the study. Through the analysis of primary sources,
including observation, video clips, and government documents, as well as
secondary sources from the media and special interest groups, the researcher
examined the context and the policy actors involved in the shaping of each policy,
with the idea that minute variations in initial inputs lead to sizeable difference in
outcomes, as the decision agendas which stemmed out of each “policy window”
had a large impact upon Tennessee’s classrooms.
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The findings and discussion explored the successes and challenges of
implementing the teacher evaluation measures in Tennessee, how feedback
helped legislators refine the policies as they were implemented, and the
education reform legislation that spiraled out of measuring the effectiveness of
teachers.
Conclusions and Implications
Obviously, the tension between federal impact and state impact is an
enduring theme in the realm educational policy. The RTTT grant money provided
Tennessee with the opportunity to make reforms that increased student
achievement, and the state seized the moment as part of the reform package to
initiate a teacher evaluation system that linked teacher effectiveness to student
achievement, a paradigm shift from previous evaluation measures. Many
different influences shaped the educational reform movement, and each
stakeholder group sought to have their interests reflected. As a result of those
powerbrokers, school districts must implement imperfect policies with limited
resources and support that may not reflect the district’s vision or needs.
McDonnell’s policy feedback (2009, 2013) states that these imperfect policies
generated their own politics from the multiple voices and agendas in the
feedback gathering process. The simultaneous development and implementation
phases of the teacher evaluation policy created a chaotic environment that
garnered unsolicited negative feedback from parents, educators, administrators,
district personnel, and school boards which the legislator and the governor’s
administration could not ignore.
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This study tested McDonnell’s policy feedback framework from the
perspective of how legislators used feedback to determine future actions, and the
research confirmed the framework’s use to trace the influence of feedback in the
policymaking process. McDonnell (2013) states that feedback (positive or
negative) creates political dynamics that shapes future policies. This framework
creates a scaffold for examining how the tenets of an instigating policy, in this
instance teacher effectiveness measures, predicts the politics that emerge and
the future actions taken regarding those policies. In the case of non-tested
teachers, the overwhelming amount of negative feedback received forced the
legislators and governor’s administration to find a way to address and alleviate
the concerns of the public. While the governor initiated a formal process to gather
stakeholder input through SCORE and the TNDOE, the legislature filed bills,
many of which were withdrawn or never presented to the education committee, to
acknowledge the and address the frustrations of their constituents. While these
reactionary bills did not pass, other bills were passed which began the process of
using teacher effect data to further reform in other areas of education, such as
tenure and performance pay measures, instigating more feedback from
constituent groups. What has resulted is a fight for power among the state board
of education, the state legislators, interest groups, and stakeholders as for whose
agenda shapes the future of educational policy. The issues caused by the
simultaneous development and implementation of the First To the Top initiative
that both superintendents and policymakers identified based on the feedback
they received and that the reports commissioned by the Governor and the
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TNDOE confirmed as issues, while addressed through legislative action and
future policy measures, were never truly resolved,
The incrementalist paradigm of Kingdon’s policy streams aids the
researcher in making sense of the organized anarchy of the policymaking
process in Tennessee as it “teases out the processes, messiness, disjointedness,
humanity and luck” (Henry, 2007, p. 289). The problem, political, and policy
streams all pay vital roles in the shaping of the decision agenda, and when the
three streams align, a solution arises that addresses the problem even though it
may not solve the underlying issue. On the face of Kingdon’s streams theory, all
three streams appear equal and converge in harmony for a solution to become
apparent and acted upon. But, in reality, what seems to occur is that one stream
becomes dominant to force a solution.
In studying the first example regarding the non-tested teachers, based on
overwhelming feedback from the policy and problem streams, the legislature took
decisive action based upon the policy recommendations of the TNDOE and
SCORE, in agreement with McDonnell’s policy feedback framework. The
legislation that was passed was merely a salve to quell the negative feedback
rather than solve the underlying issues that were a result of the simultaneous
development and implementation of the teacher effectiveness measures. Thus,
through the lens of Kingdon’s policy streams, the problem stream of public outcry
forced the political stream (the legislature) and the policy stream (the Governor
and the TNDOE) to come up with a solution that was more of a band aid than a
long-term fix.
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In contrast, the second example, regarding the implementation of a
performance pay policy, the divided political and policy stream and a problem
stream that lacked urgency by anyone but the Governor caused some strife
between the executive and legislative branch the policy stream, led by the
governor and his administration, tried to overwhelm the problem and political
streams in order to implement a key policy of his education reform platform at all
costs. At first, traditional legislative avenues were pursued and rebuffed, and the
administration tried to use executive authority through a hand-selected state
school board to implement pay-for-performance. As a result, the political stream,
in this case the legislature, asserted its dominance a year later to reverse
executive actions that was not supported by the problem stream. Ultimately, after
all of the clusters of interests came to the same table, could they reach a
consensus that both allowed for reform and recognized the will of the people to
determine the salary schedule that best fits their district.
In both cases, one stream became dominant to implement an expedient
solution that was more favorable to the actors forcing the decision agenda rather
than a solution that reflected the best possible outcome. The legislature (political
stream) and TNDOE (policy stream) has continued to implement the teacher
evaluation system that connects teacher effectiveness to student achievement.
However, the issues raised in the problem stream still endure especially that, for
a majority of educators, the measures are not an accurate reflection of teacher
performance due to the use of whole school scores instead of individualized
growth measures. Policymakers continue to use the scores to further their
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educational reform agenda in other areas such as tenure (HB1388/SB1914,
2012) and licensure (HB 1375/2240, 2014), even while prima facie evidence
gathered in the feedback process raises questions of equity and sustainability.
Even when policymakers begin to question whether the reform agenda truly
reflects their values, beliefs, and the will of their constituents and likewise begin
to reconsider or revise portions of the policies, political strife arises between the
executive and legislative branches, resulting in a struggle for which stream will
prove dominant in pursuing the decision agenda and for whose vision of reform
will survive in the chaotic policymaking arena.
Recommendations
The recommendations arising from this study fall into two categories:
those that have application for policy and practice for the development and
implementation of educational policy and those that are recommendations for
future research.
Recommendations for Policy and Practice
Race to the Top served as a catalyst for state policymaking regarding
educational reform as it provided both the impetus and the means to enact
reform. The very nature of the Race to the Top program was unique in that rather
than being a prescriptive mandate it was a completion among the states to adopt
measure that would raise student achievement by charting their own paths, and
in Tennessee’s case, using previously developed data systems. Although there
are often time constraints in initiatives regarding policies which involve multiple
levels of government, Tennessee policymakers attempted to include the voices
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of multiple stakeholders in the development process and gathered feedback
through a brief pilot stage and after the first year of implementation to identify the
issues that remained from the simultaneous development and implementation
process. Certainly, educational leaders who are charged with implementing the
teacher effectiveness measures should ensure that the design of the policy is
fully developed and vetted by a variety of stakeholders prior to full
implementation in order to identify holes and potential issues before they garner
the public outcry that occurred during the first year of implementation of the
initiatives in Tennessee.
Once fundamental issues in a policy arise, policymakers and educational
leaders should work together to ensure that amendments to the initial policy are
made in a timely manner and address the concerns raised from the feedback. In
the non-tested teachers example, both the TNDOE and SCORE made policy
recommendations based on the feedback that they gathered that appeared to
address the problem within the framework of the existing statute. While the
legislation that resulted from these recommendations alleviated the immediate
pressures, they did not take the steps necessary to ensure a workable, long term
solution. Instead, the state policymakers provided opportunities for local
educational leaders to pilot alternative measures in their local districts that could
then be adopted and replicated statewide. If statewide measures cannot be
adopted to address the concerns of all types of non-tested teacher situations, the
TNDOE and other special interest groups should work together with local
educational leaders to foster more of these types of alternative growth measures
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initiatives in collaboration with either educators from districts across the state or
with other states who have adopted similar teacher effectiveness measures. In
doing so, Tennessee can develop a more equitable teacher evaluation system
that local educational leaders and the educators themselves believe operate with
fidelity in the implementation of the measures.
Likewise, both the governor’s administration and the state policymakers
can learn from the feedback they receive and really take that into consideration
when considering future policies. In the non-tested teachers example, the
governor’s administration and the legislature worked together to swiftly address
the issues that were raised; however in the performance pay example, the
governor continued to push his reform agenda by any means necessary even
when rebuffed by the legislature as not reflecting the desires of their constituents.
These two examples in this study play off of each other—the legislators were
cautious regarding the performance pay measures, even after the TNDOE
presented the pilot studies, because they recognized that the teacher evaluation
measures themselves were not fully developed and the longitudinal data was not
available to see the long term effects and potential unintended consequences a
performance pay model would have. The legislature, even from the anecdotal
evidence collected by Rep. Forgety, recognized that an analysis of the teacher
evaluation data resulting should be conducted prior to using the results of the
policies in future measures. In order to build consensus and avoid political
maneuvering, policymakers should test the waters and thoroughly research the
potential impact of a policy prior to codifying it, and they should take time to build
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consensus, as they eventually did in the performance pay example, to ensure a
successful outcome.
With all of the educational reform measures enacted in the past five years,
educational leaders cannot continue to sit on the sidelines and let other interest
groups, often comprised of non-educators, develop policies that district leaders
are left to implement. Educational leaders must step outside their classrooms
and school buildings to offer their expertise during the development and revision
of state policies instead of reverting to reactionary measures once legislation has
been passed. For example, educators who are in the non-tested areas should
follow the models which have already been approved in certain subject areas
and see how they can use those ideas to develop and pilot a model to fit their
own situations. There are multiple ways to influence the policymaking process,
including:


Educational leaders should follow legislation through the legislative
process in order to develop an awareness of what bills are being
filed and how that could impact the legislative landscape.
Performing your own research rather than relying on media, special
interest, or political spin will help educational leaders be more
informed about the policies that could affect classrooms, schools
and districts.



Educational leaders should provide frequent feedback to legislators
regarding educational legislation. Whether via phone, letters, or
emails to representatives, educators should proactively offer
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evidence based or constructive criticism of legislation so that
legislators can gain a better sense of the will of their constituents.
Often these well-written and collegial letters help legislators, who
may not be experts in educational issues themselves, gain a
deeper understand of the educational landscape.


Educational leaders should attend and participate in forums where
policymakers, legislators, special interest groups and the public
gather to discuss educational policy issues. When given the
opportunity to provide feedback to special interest groups, such as
SCORE, educators can influence educational reform efforts through
the policy stream of the policymaking process.



Educational leaders should participate in the political process by
volunteering for candidates who best represent their educational
philosophies. One of the best ways develop a relationship with a
legislator or to become an insider is to volunteer or donate to a
political candidate over a sustained amount of time. Often, when
the legislator knows that a supporter has a special area of
expertise, such as education, the legislator will seek out that
expertise when faced with an unfamiliar issue.



Educational leaders should invite legislators and other
policymakers to visit the school building. Whether participating in
awards ceremonies, speaking to classes, or holding a town hall
style meeting at a faculty meeting, inviting legislators to participate
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in the school community can dismantle negative stereotypes of
public schools and their teachers and provide insights regarding the
needs of classrooms and districts.
Now more than ever, educators need to be informed advocates for their
profession and should spend time researching and seeking out opportunities to
provide feedback to policymakers in order to influence the policymaking process.
Recommendations for Future Research
There are several avenues for future research connected with the current
outcomes of this study. The first is to replicate this study using a larger and
broader constituency, including other policy actors such as business leaders,
think tanks, special interest groups, educators, TNDOE administrators and other
legislators. Another avenue related to this research is that the study could also
be replicated in other states who were granted Race to the Top funds but may
have faced similar or different challenges than Tennessee due to a variety of
factors. In doing so, the researcher could garner a better understanding of the
state policymaking process regarding education reform.
Furthermore, future research could explore other implications that
organized chaos has that would allow the researcher to explore the educational
practice and policy of teacher evaluation. One of the emerging themes that
occurred at the end of this study was the policy of connecting teacher
effectiveness scores to teacher licensure. Examining this policy through the
lenses of McDonnell and Kingdon would provide a greater understanding of how
those two frameworks inform the state policymaking process.
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Lastly, based on the ideas generated from the feedback process portion of
the study could be utilized to help educational leaders and state policymakers
develop a more comprehensive process to improve the teacher effectiveness
measures. If the reform measures are to have an enduring impact on the
educational landscape in Tennessee, research should be conducted regarding
the fidelity of the evaluation process and the sustainability of connecting the
effectiveness measures to other policies impacting teachers such as tenure,
compensation, and licensure.
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Appendix A
Letter of Invitation
Potential Subject Name
Organization Name
Address Line 1
Address line 2
Address Line 3
City, State, Zip code
Date:
Subject: Permission to conduct study.
Dear _________
As a doctoral student in Educational Leadership and Policy at the University of
Memphis, I am conducting a study state legislators and school superintendents
about Race to the Top and the changes in evaluating teachers. My research
topic is entitled "Accountability for Great Teaching and Learning: Comparative
Perceptions of State Policymakers and School Superintendents." Because of
your involvement in crafting the State to the Top legislation and scope of work,
you have been identified as a potential participant in this study. The information
you provide concerning your experiences with Race to the Top and teacher
evaluation programs will be a benefit to all school leaders.
You are invited to participate in an interview at a time and place convenient for
you. The interview should take about an hour, and the responses would be
completely confidential.
If you would be willing to participate in an interview, please contact me at
lbrddock@memphis.edu.
A summary of the results will be mailed to you upon completion of the study.
You may contact my advisor Dr. Renee Sanders-Lawson at The University of
Memphis at esndrslw@memphis.edu should you have any concerns about my
study.
Thank you for consideration of this invitation.
Sincerely,

Abigail Braddock
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Appendix B
University of Memphis Institutional Review Board
Informed Consent Document for Interviews

Principal Investigator: Abigail Braddock
Study Title: Accountability for Great Teaching and Learning: Comparative Perceptions of State
Policymakers and School Superintendents
Institution: The University of Memphis
Name of participant: _________________________________________________________
Age: ___________

The following information is provided to inform you about the interview and your participation in it. Please
read this form carefully and feel free to ask any questions you may have about this interview and the
information given below. You will be given an opportunity to ask questions, and your questions will be
answered. Also, you will be given a copy of this consent form. Your participation is voluntary and you are
also free to withdraw at any time. You may ask to have information related to you returned to you, removed
from the research records, or destroyed.

The purpose of this study is to understand the perceptions of Tennessee superintendents of public school
districts and state legislators regarding the accountability measures of the teaching evaluation metrics of the
Race to the Top federal grant program.

You are being asked to participate in this interview because of your role as either a school superintendent or
a state legislator with experience in the development and enactment of accountability measures of the
teaching evaluation metrics of the Race to the Top federal grant program.

You will not benefit directly from this research. If you volunteer to take part in this study, you will be asked to
sit for up to 2 interviews lasting from one to two hours. Your responses will be audio taped and/or
videotaped. All recordings will be kept in a locked filing cabinet. Audio /video recordings will be destroyed by
the following year by shredding the records and wiping the hard disk.

No discomforts or stresses are expected during this interview. There are no significant risks to participation
in the study. If your reflection on experiences leads to any type of emotional upset, the researcher is
prepared to give you contact information for community mental health services. You may get emotional
when sharing your experiences. We can pause to rest at any time during the interview or stop if you choose
to do so. However, this is an opportunity to share your story helping to preserve the past and hopefully
enjoy yourself as well.
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The information in the study records will be kept confidential. No reference will be made in oral or written
reports which could link you to the study. All efforts, within reason, will be made to keep the personal
information in your research record private but total privacy cannot be promised. Your information may be
shared with the U of M Institutional Review Board, the Office of Human Research Protections, if you or
someone else is in danger or if we are required to do so by law. U of M does not have a fund set aside for
compensation in the case of study related injury.

If you should have any questions about this interview please feel free to contact Abigail Braddock at
901-230-0641/ abraddock@gmail.com or my Faculty Advisor, Dr. Renee Sanders-Lawson at (901)
678-1167. For additional information about giving consent or your rights as a participant in this
interview, please feel free to contact the IRB at 901-678-2533 or irb@memphis.edu.

STATEMENT BY PERSON AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS INTERVIEW
I have read this informed consent document and the material contained in it has been explained to
me verbally. I understand each part of the document, all my questions have been answered, and I
freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this interview.

_________
Date

Signature of Interviewee

Printed Name

Consent obtained by:

_________
Date

Signature of Interviewer(s)
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Printed Name and Title

Appendix C
Interview Guide
Interview Guide
Lead Question 1A: Tell me about your experience/involvement in the
development of the Race To The Top/ First To The Top proposal to measure
teacher effectiveness…
A. How were you involved in the development of the proposal?
B. How were you involved in the implementation of the proposal?
C. Describe your role in the process of developing, field testing, mandating
and revising the tenets of the FTTT initiative.
Lead Question 1B: How do you think that school systems should measure the
effectiveness of teachers?
Probing Questions:
A. What evaluation model does your district currently use? How many hours
have you spent on this evaluation model in the past year?
B. How successfully do you think that the current evaluation model measures
the effectiveness of teachers?
C. What are the current evaluation model’s strengths and weaknesses?
D. What does the current evaluation model not measure about teacher
effectiveness that you think could have an impact on student
performance?
Lead Question 1C: What are the obstacles to placing an effective teacher in
every classroom in your district?
Probing Questions:
A. How has the focus on teacher effectiveness in the new evaluation system
helped identify the characteristics of a successful teacher?
B. There has been great debate this year about making teachers’ evaluation
scores publicly available. How do you feel about making this data
available?
C. In your experience, how has the focus on teacher effectiveness in the
evaluation system affected the school system’s ability to recruit and retain
highly effective teachers?
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Lead Question 2A: Tell me about your experience of the development of Race to
the Top as a response to the NCLB mandates of specific student achievement
measures….
Probing Questions:
A. Tell me about how student achievement in your district has increased
since the implementation of NCLB.
B. Tell me your thoughts on the feasibility of the new student achievement
standard for the state, based on the approved NCLB waiver of raising
overall school achievement by 3 percent to 5 percent each year…
C. The NCLB waiver seeks to cut achievement gaps in half over an eightyear period. Describe the achievement gaps in your district and tell me
how focusing on those gaps will increase student achievement for all
students..
Lead Question 2B: Tell me your thoughts regarding the benefits/concerns of a
value-added model of student achievement measurement versus a straight
achievement-based model…
Probing Questions:
A. Tell me which model of student achievement is a better reflection of
student achievement in your district and why…
B. In the NCLB waiver proposal, the USDOE asked the TN Department of
Education to categorize schools according as reward schools, focus
schools, and priority schools based on student achievement levels. The
state chose to focus on those categories from both a value-added model
and a straight student achievement measure. Tell me your thoughts on
how that will increase student achievement in your district?
Lead Question 3A: To what extent do you feel that formal teacher evaluations
should, at least partially, be based upon student achievement data or a nationally
normed test?
Potential Probes:
A. How should teachers who do not have a state mandated test/
nationally normed test be evaluated? Do you feel that the current
system of basing those teachers’ evaluations on school-wide data is
adequate? Why or why not?
B. Do you feel teacher salary should be based, at least partially on
student achievement data? Why or Why not?
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C. Do you feel teacher tenure should be based upon student achievement
data? Why or why not?
D. How has the change in tenure law, combined with the new evaluation
system, affected teacher retention?
Lead Question 3B: Describe how linking student achievement to teacher
evaluation has impacted the school system in your district.
Potential Probes:
A. What are the benefits of linking student achievement to teacher evaluation
in your school system?
B. What are your concerns regarding linking student achievement to teacher
evaluation in your school system?
C. Do you see yourself leading performance pay initiatives in your districts?
Why or why not?
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Appendix D
Transcriptionist Confidentiality Agreement
I______________________________________, (name of transcriptionist)
hereby agree that I will maintain confidentiality of all digitally recorded interviews
that I have been contracted to transcribe for the following research project:
Accountability for Great Teaching and Learning:
Comparative Perceptions of State Policymakers and School
Superintendents
I will not discuss or share in verbal or written form any digitally recorded nor
transcribed data with any individuals other than the researcher, Abigail Braddock,
or her research advisor, Dr. Renee Sanders Lawson. When the transcriptions are
complete, I will destroy all copies of digital recordings and transcript drafts, and I
will transfer all electronic files to the researcher. Upon confirmation of receipt of
these files by the researcher, I will destroy the originals.

______________________________________
Signature of Transcriptionist

______________________________________
Date
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IRB Approval Letter

IRB Approval2930

Institutional Review Board <irb@memphis.edu>

Thu, Oct 31, 2013 at 12:48

To: "Abigail L Braddock (lbrddock)" <lbrddock@memphis.edu>
Cc: "Larry McNeal (lmcneal1)" <lmcneal1@memphis.edu>

Hello,
The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, FWA00006815, has
reviewed and approved your submission in accordance with all applicable
statuses and regulations as well as ethical principles.
PI NAME: Abigail Braddock
CO-PI:
PROJECT TITLE: A Qualitative Case Study of the Initiative to Measure
Teacher Effectiveness in Tennessee
FACULTY ADVISOR NAME (if applicable): Larry McNeal
IRB ID: #2930
APPROVAL DATE: 10/31/2013
EXPIRATION DATE:
LEVEL OF REVIEW: Exempt
Please Note: Modifications do not extend the expiration of the original
approval
Approval of this project is given with the following obligations:
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1. If this IRB approval has an expiration date, an approved renewal
must be in effect to continue the project prior to that date. If approval is
not obtained, the human consent form(s) and recruiting material(s) are
no longer valid and any research activities involving human subjects
must stop.
2. When the project is finished or terminated, a completion form must
be completed and sent to the board.
3. No change may be made in the approved protocol without prior
board approval, whether the approved protocol was reviewed at the
Exempt, Expedited or Full Board level.
4. Exempt approval are considered to have no expiration date and no
further review is necessary unless the protocol needs modification.
Approval of this project is given with the following special obligations:

Thank you,
Ronnie Priest, PhD
Institutional Review Board Chair
The University of Memphis.
Note: Review outcomes will be communicated to the email address on
file. This email should be considered an official communication from
the UM IRB. Consent Forms are no longer being stamped as well.
Please contact the IRB at IRB@memphis.edu if a letter on IRB
letterhead is required.
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Appendix F
Coding Table
Policy Feedback Theory Themes
Political Impetus for Teacher
Effectiveness Measures

Development of Policy Rules and
Structures

Political Effects of Implementing
Teacher Effectiveness Measures

Next Generation Policies
stemming from Teacher
effectiveness Measures

Codes






Pressure from business interest
Opportunity for federal grant money
Current system needed reform
TVAAS structure in place
Priority of Governor and staff




























Bipartisan input
Union stakeholders
School district stakeholders
Special interest consultants
TEAC committee
State level sub committees
TVAAS utilization
focus on student growth
Quantitative measures
Qualitative measures
Pilot phase
District-state communication
Expedited timeline
Focus on developing human capital
Multiple data points
Burden on school district/schools
Focus on data
Lack of TVAAS data for some teachers
Non-tested teachers use school-wide data
Comprehensive rubric
Frequency of evaluation
Concern of data turnaround
Feedback from teachers/union
Feedback from parents/community
Dissuade people from entering teaching
Increased knowledge of characteristics for
hiring effective teachers
Sustainability
Fidelity of implementation
Sustainability
Due process
Performance pay
Tenure
Teacher licensure
Non-tested subject area menu of options
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Appendix G
107th General Assembly of the State of Tennessee
Legislation filed regarding Teacher Effectiveness in 2011
(9 total bills filed)
Legislation Passed
House
Bill #

Senate
Bill #

2012

1528

Bill Summary

Public
Chapter

Changes date by which assignments for the following school year
and notices of termination must be sent to school personnel from
May 15 to June 15; specifies that director of schools must decide if a
teacher is qualified for an open position; changes various
requirements for obtaining tenure and other tenure-related
provisions
0625
0224
Terminates the teacher evaluation advisory committee
0130
0113
Enacts the “Professional Educators Collaborative Conferencing Act
of 2011” which prohibits any local board of education from
negotiating with a professional employees’ organization or teachers’
union concerning the terms or conditions of professional service.
Legislation Filed but not Passed

70

House
Bill #

Senate
Bill #

Bill Summary

Notes

0367

0624

Passed
House;
no
Senate
vote

0895

0788

Allows the board of education to grant teachers tenure at any time
between their third and tenth years of service; eliminates judicial
review of decision to suspend or dismiss teacher for incompetence,
inefficiency, neglect of duty, unprofessional conduct or
insubordination.
Requires the department of education to post teacher effect data by
LEA and school in which the teacher is employed on the Internet.
Requires that student performance data that is used to evaluate
teachers or calculate students’ final grades be reported to each
school district by June 1 of the current school year.
Reforms system of K-12 teacher tenure based on teacher
effectiveness
Establishes criteria for evaluations of certified employees of LEAs
and grievance of such evaluations by teachers; extends date for
implementation of teacher effectiveness measures
Prohibits LEAs from denying equal access to LEA employees to all
domestic professional employees’ organizations offering
membership to all certificated personnel and removes prohibition
against LEAs prohibiting communication on school premises.

1133

1388

1914

1610

1991

1733

1646

304
703

Passed
House;
no
Senate
vote

Bill summaries were collected from the Legislation Index (Tennessee General
Assembly, 2014).
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Appendix H
107th General Assembly of the State of Tennessee
Legislation filed regarding Teacher Effectiveness in 2012
(23 total bills filed)
Legislation Passed
House
Bill #

Senate
Bill #

Bill Summary

Public
Chapter

1908

1447

811

2328

2578

All records containing results of individual teacher evaluations
administered pursuant to the policies, guidelines and criteria
adopted by the state board of education would be treated as
confidential and would not be open to the public; specifies that the
LEA, public charter school, state board of education, or department
of education may access and utilize such records as required to
fulfill their lawful functions.
As enacted revises provisions regarding tenure for teachers
transferring from one LEA to another; requires that teacher
evaluation information be sent to the LEA to which a teacher is
transferring.






614

Evaluations from previous LEA can be used in tenure decisions
Transferring teacher must serve regular tenure probationary period
in new LEA unless waived by school board
Non-tenured teacher who transfers must have five years of service
total from both LEAs before tenure is granted
Tenure decisions made under this bill are subject to the
requirement of present law concerning overall performance
effectiveness measures

3469

3024

Teacher effect data made available to teacher preparation programs
are not public records and will be used only in evaluating the
preparation programs; requires each institution or postsecondary
system receiving estimates to develop a policy to protect the
confidentiality of the data.
Legislation Filed but not Passed

703

House
Bill #

Senate
Bill #

Bill Summary

Notes

2166

3519

2234

2483

2299

2694

2303

2639

2315

2449

Requires the state board of education to develop a weighted
instrument for evaluation of applicants for teaching positions with
LEAs
Requires LEAs to complete final teacher summative evaluation
conferences no later than the last teacher work day of the school
year using all data and information available by such time.
Defines “inefficiency” with respect to teachers to include falling
below the level of “at expectations” on evaluations for two or more
consecutive years and only after proof of attempts to improve the
teacher’s quality of instruction, attendance, or other performance
problems.
Allows teacher evaluated as “meeting expectations” to be eligible for
tenure on the same basis as those teacher evaluated as “above
expectations” and “significantly above expectations”
Postpones the use of the new teacher evaluation system until the
2012-13 school year; student must have been present for 150 days
of classroom instruction per year or 75 days of instruction per
semester before that student's record on a subject matter test is
attributable to a specific teacher.
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Passes
House;
no
senate
vote

2324

2450

2447

2524

2448

2525

2463

2276

2487

3518

2606

2810

2666

2165

2862

3056

2910

2896

3049

2898

3106

2881

3286

2616

3306

3224

3767

3299

3810

3741

Postpones the use of the new teacher evaluations and their use for
tenure decisions to those hired after 2012.
Allows teachers who receive evaluations demonstrating an overall
performance effectiveness of “meets expectations” or above in the
last two years of the five-year probationary period to receive tenure.
Creates a committee to study the teacher evaluation system known
as the Tennessee Teacher Acceleration model (TEAM).
As introduced, requires state board of education to develop
alternatives to student achievement data for use as evaluation
criteria for teachers supervising student teachers; requires teachers
to have met or exceeded expectations on evaluations for two
consecutive years to qualify as supervisors of student teachers.
Requires the state board of education to develop an evaluation
instrument to permit teachers to assess new teacher evaluation
systems, including the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model, and
their implementation
Mandates a training session before the start of a school year that all
evaluators in an LEA must attend in person before they can evaluate
teachers and principals during the upcoming school year in order to
promote consistency in evaluations.
Allows teachers and principals with superior value added growth
scores to choose those scores to comprise 50 percent or more of
their evaluations based on standards set by the state board of
education.
Creates a state bonus for teachers scoring 3 or higher on their
evaluations.
Requires the department of education to include in its annual report
by LEA and statewide the number and percentage of teachers
coring each possible effectiveness rating on the teacher evaluations.
Revises teacher and principal evaluation system ; If a teacher’s or
principal’s student growth data is not derived from individual student
TVAAS scores, then the individual being evaluated will be
authorized to choose for the individual’s qualitative evaluation to
comprise 85% of the evaluation in accordance with the standards
set by the board.
Teachers of non-academic subjects that are not measured by
TVAAS data shall not be evaluated based on such data; allows each
LEA to create an annual evaluation system for such teachers.
Establishes a pay system for LEA instructional personnel based on
performance rather than training and experience.
Requires the department of education to recommend a teacher
evaluation modification to the state board of education enabling local
education agencies to set the frequency and extent of teacher
evaluations to be completed for high performing teachers; requires
implementation of teacher evaluation modification prior to 2013-2014
academic year; requires commissioner to report on modification
recommended to education committees.
Restores teachers’ rights to collective bargaining; removes
collaborative conferencing provisions
Establishes a K-12 Teacher Compensation Commission

Passed
in 2013

Bill summaries were collected from the Legislation Index (Tennessee General
Assembly, 2014).
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Appendix I
108th General Assembly of the State of Tennessee
Legislation filed regarding Teacher Effectiveness in 2013
(5 total bills filed)
Legislation Passed
House
Bill #

Senate
Bill #

Bill Summary

Public
Chapter

0150

0156

105

1112

1149

 If a teacher’s growth data meets a certain attainment level, it may be used
as the total quantitative portion of evaluation at the discretion of the
individual
 If the teacher’s TVAAS scores reflect achievement “above expectations”
or “significantly above expectations” the data may, at the discretion of LEA
and request of the teacher, serve as 100% of the evaluation score
 Teachers without access to individual data representative of student
growth, 40% of the evaluation criteria would be comprised of student
achievement data, with 25$ of that based on student growth data under
TVAAS or some other measure if TVAAS data is not available
 Removes provision that special education students may not be used as a
part of teacher’s value added assessment for evaluation purposes.
 Requires reductions in force or other such dismissals of teacher and
nonlicensed LEA employees to be based on evaluations of performance
 Requires only those teachers rated in the three highest categories, based
on evaluations, to be placed on a reemployment list

369

Legislation Filed but not Passed
House
Bill #

Senate
Bill #

0537

0838

0619

0827

1087

1206

Bill Summary

Notes

"Fair and Clear Teacher Evaluation System Act." Requires teacher’s
evaluation be based on own work with own students rather than school wide
data; utilizes a pre-test/ post-test model, reduce the use of data used in
determining a teacher’s overall effectiveness ratings
 Requires each local board of education (local board) to adopt a salary
schedule for paying all school employees hired before May 1, 2014.
Instructional personnel hired before May 1, 2014, may opt into such
schedule. Any employee who opts into such schedule may not return to the
schedule adopted by the local board before May 1, 2014 (the
grandfathered salary schedule). A grandfathered salary schedule must be
based on the salary schedule in effect for the 2013-2014 school year, and
may include no more than a 5 percent increase to adjust for cost of living.
 A local board may not use advanced degrees in setting salary, adjustments
or supplements for instructional personnel hired on or after May 1, 2014,
unless the advanced degree is in the individual's area of certification. A
local board may not use the length of service or tenure of any instructional
personnel hired on or after May 1, 2014, for the purposes of setting salary,
adjustments, or supplements.
As introduced, allows teachers evaluated as "meeting expectations" to be
eligible for tenure on the same basis as those teachers evaluated as "above
expectations" and "significantly above expectations

failed in
House
Ed. Sub
Com.

failed in
House
Ed. Sub
Com.

Bill summaries were collected from the Legislation Index (Tennessee General
Assembly, 2014).
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Appendix J
108th General Assembly of the State of Tennessee
Legislation filed regarding Teacher Effectiveness in 2014
(17 total bills and 1 Joint Resolution filed)
Legislation Passed
House
Bill #

Senate
Bill #

HJR0
551

1375

2240

1381

1856

1758

1813

1863

2082

2108

2250

2264

2342

Bill Summary

Public
Chapter

Directs the department of education to conduct another
stakeholder survey that permits stakeholders to express their
honest and frank opinions about the Teacher Educator
Acceleration Model (TEAM) and to suggest additional changes
and refinements to TEAM to improve the evaluation model.

passed and
sent to
Senate.
Senate
referred to
Ed. Sub.
746

 Prohibits the department of education from revoking or nonrenewing an individual's license based on student growth data
as represented by the Tennessee value-added assessment
system (TVAAS), or some other comparable measure of student
growth, if no such TVAAS data is available
 Removes provision whereby the state board of education is
authorized to adopt policies for the revocation of licenses and
certificates.
 Authorizes LEAs to adopt a salary schedule that is identical in
either structure or designated salary levels or both to the salary
schedule the LEA had in place during the 2012-2013 school
year, with such schedule containing steps for each year of
service up to and including 20 years and for the attainment of
advanced degrees at the level of masters, masters plus 45 hours
of graduate credit, specialist in education and doctor of
education or doctor of philosophy
 The schedule may not result in the reduction of the salary of a
teacher employed by the LEA at the time of the adoption of the
salary schedule.
Allows teachers scoring "significantly above expectations" on
each of their last 3 evaluations to petition the commissioner of
education for a waiver of any requirement for the renewal of their
licenses
Amends the number of days in which a student must be present
in the classroom before the students TCAP scores are attributed
to the specific teacher or school where the student is enrolled to
150 days per year or 75 per semester/ on block schedule
 Permits teachers and principals to select the student
achievement measures that represent 15 percent of their
evaluations, if they cannot agree with their evaluators on what
should be used
 Requires the department of education to verify the evaluation
measures to ensure that the evaluations correspond with the
teaching assignment of each individual teacher and the duty
assignments of each individual principal.
Prohibits the establishment of rules, policies or guidelines that
require classroom or position observation results to be aligned
with TVAAS data
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742

740

873

885

796

Legislation Filed but not Passed
House
Bill #

Senate
Bill #

Bill Summary

Notes

1543

1703

1849

1928

1963

2192

2043

2122

2053

2194

2054

2195

2055

2527

2056

2416

2084

2371

2168

1902

2263

2047

Requires that teachers and principals be evaluated using only
student growth or achievement data of students the teachers and
principals have taught or supervised, respectively; reduces the
portion of the evaluation based on student growth or achievement
data from 50 percent to 40 percent for teachers and principals with
less than three years of such data.
Requires that evaluations of teachers be based on student
performance only in subjects that were tested and in which the
teacher taught the students
"Fair and Clear Teacher Evaluation System Act." Requires
teacher’s evaluation be based on own work with own students
rather than school wide data; utilizes a pre-test/ post-test model,
reduce the use of data used in determining a teacher’s overall
effectiveness ratings
Prohibits use of results from the first year of student assessments
based on common core standards to be used for teacher
evaluations or for promotion, retention, termination, compensation,
tenure or other teacher employment decisions
Allows a licensed teacher to work with a student teacher every
other school year without negatively affecting the teacher’s
evaluation score during that school year; freezes the licensed
teacher’s evaluation score at the previous year’s score for the
academic year in which a student teacher was trained
Revises provisions governing the tenured teacher evaluations that
measure overall performance effectiveness
Prohibits use of the numerical system and instead categorizes
evaluations into 3 levels
Teachers with an achievement level of “exceeds expectations” can
use student achievement for 100% of score
Requires a standardized testing system to be in place for at least
three school years before using the student test results in teacher
and school evaluations.
Revises the provisions governing teacher licenses; prohibits the
non-renewal, suspension, nullification or revocation of a teacher’s
license by the department of education or the state board of
education due to the result of a teacher’s evaluation score.
Revises various provisions governing the guidelines and criteria for
the annual evaluation of all teachers and principals
Governs the collection and release of student data and certain
teacher data
 Prohibits the board or department of education from adopting or
promulgating any rule, regulation, policy, or guideline that grants,
renews, advances, restricts, revokes, or penalizes the
professional license of any public school teacher on the basis of
standardized test scores or any statistical estimates utilizing
standardized test scores.
 Authorizes any member of the public to submit a complaint
against a teacher by hardcopy or electronically. Complaints may
not be submitted anonymously.

failed in
House Ed.
Sub
withdrawn

failed in
House Ed.
Sub Com.

failed in
House Ed.
Sub Com.

failed in
House Ed.
Sub Com.

withdrawn

withdrawn

withdrawn
withdrawn
Ref. to Cal
committee

Bill summaries were collected from the Legislation Index (Tennessee General
Assembly, 2014).
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To: "Abigail L Braddock (lbrddock)" <lbrddock@memphis.edu>
Cc: "Larry McNeal (lmcneal1)" <lmcneal1@memphis.edu>

Hello,
The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, FWA00006815, has
reviewed and approved your submission in accordance with all applicable
statuses and regulations as well as ethical principles.
PI NAME: Abigail Braddock
CO-PI:
PROJECT TITLE: A Qualitative Case Study of the Initiative to Measure
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FACULTY ADVISOR NAME (if applicable): Larry McNeal
IRB ID: #2930
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must be in effect to continue the project prior to that date. If approval is
not obtained, the human consent form(s) and recruiting material(s) are
no longer valid and any research activities involving human subjects
must stop.
2. When the project is finished or terminated, a completion form must
be completed and sent to the board.
3. No change may be made in the approved protocol without prior
board approval, whether the approved protocol was reviewed at the
Exempt, Expedited or Full Board level.
4. Exempt approval are considered to have no expiration date and no
further review is necessary unless the protocol needs modification.
Approval of this project is given with the following special obligations:

Thank you,
Ronnie Priest, PhD
Institutional Review Board Chair
The University of Memphis.
Note: Review outcomes will be communicated to the email address on
file. This email should be considered an official communication from
the UM IRB. Consent Forms are no longer being stamped as well.
Please contact the IRB at IRB@memphis.edu if a letter on IRB
letterhead is required.
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